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WEST MIDLANDS 

GENERAL REVIEW AREA - REPORT 



GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

1 . GeographicaUy the West Midlands General Review Area covers what is left 
of the West Midlands region after taking out the Birmingham and Black Country 
conurbation, which is one of the five special review areas defined in the Local 
Government Act, 1958. Administratively it comprises the counties of Hereford 
and Salop and parts of the counties of Stafford, Warwick and Worcester, 
together with the county boroughs of Burton upon Trent, Coventry, Stoke-on- 
Trent and Worcester.(i) xhe rest of Staffordshire, Warwickshire and Worcester- 
shire are in the special review area. As required by the regulations^ under 
which we work we therefore dealt with the two review areas at the same time, 
so that the effect of our proposals on these counties could be seen as a whole. 

OUTLINE OF PROPOSALS 

2. The only proposals for change which were put to us were for extensions to 
the four county boroughs and minor alterations of county boundaries. We are 
not, however, limited to consideration of proposals put to us by others and we 
felt’ bound to consider whether Herefordshire, which is the eighth smallest 
county in England, should continue to be a separate administrative county and 
whether Burton upon Trent and Worcester, which are the second and ninth 
smallest county boroughs, should retain their county borough powers. 

3. Map A gives a summary of our proposals for this review area. It is included 
for purposes of illustration only and does not purport to define exact boundaries, 
which are shown in more detail on the definitive series of maps at 2i inch scale 
published separately. 

HEREFORDSHIRE 

4. Herefordshire had a population in 1960 of about 130,000 and in comparison 
with a medium-sized county it is limited in what it can do in some of its services. 
On the other hand the only EngUsh county with which it could be amalgamated 
is Worcestershire. Both counties are convenient now and the boundary between 
them is the considerable barrier of the Malvern Hills. It seemed to us that a 
combined county would be less convenient than the two existing counties and 
that the probable gain in effectiveness in the Herefordshire area would not, on 
balance, justify the change. We therefore decided to leave Herefordshire as it 
is, apart from minor boundary changes. 

BURTON AND WORCESTER 

5. Burton upon Trent had an estimated population in 1960 of less than 50,000 
and Worcester a population of just over 64,000. These figures are well below 
the population of 100,000 which is required under the Act for the creation of a 
new county borough. We also took into account the requirement that boroughs 
and urban districts must have a population of 60,000 before they get the right 
to demand delegation from the county of certain education, health and welfare 

^ Details of area, population and rateable value of the authorities are given in Appendix 1 . 

® The Local Government Commission Regulations,T25^ S.I. No. 2115. 
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functions. Parliament has always accepted the relevance of size as a measure of 
the ability to cany out county borough functions and we are clear that without 
sufScient population a county borough cannot stand on its own feet as an all- 
purpose authority providing comprehensive modem services. Neither Burton 
nor Worcester can look forward to much growth in population by natural 
increase nor could we reasonably make any material additions to them by 
boundary extensions. We concluded that local authorities of this size could not 
expect to develop the services which would in future be required, especially in 
some of the social services, and that in each case people living in the town would 
benefit by getting these and some other services as part of the county. 

6. Both Burton and Worcester put forward proposals for increasing their 
population by taking in large amounts of overspiU from Birmingham, while 
maintaining that they did not need any increase in population to be fully 
effective all-purpose authorities. The Housing Bill now before Parliament will, 
when it becomes law, enable Exchequer assistance to be made available to 
selected county boroughs undertaking schemes under the Town Development 
Act, 1952. The Burton and Worcester proposals are however in a very tentative 
form at present and many questions remain to be answered before they could 
be regarded as probable, let alone assured, prospects for development on a scale 
and timing which would affect our conclusions. 



COVENTRY AND STOKE 

7 . At Coventry and Stoke we considered the claims for county borough extension 
in the light of the principles laid down for us in the regulations. We have 
proposed some limited extensions, mainly in order to bring the boundaries 
up to date at a number of points where suburban development straddles the 
existing boundaries, and we have drawn the new boundaries to leave green belt 
and undeveloped land as far as practicable in the counties. We did not agree 
that Stoke should absorb the borough of Newcastle-under-Lyme. 

8. The arguments used by the county authorities in opposing the claims of the 
county boroughs were very similar in the case of both Coventry and Stoke, and 
we have included some general remarks on county borough extensions in our 
final chapter. 



COUNTY BOUNDARIES 

9. Our proposals for the county boundaries do not have any substantial effect 
on the population and rateable values of the districts concerned, except at 
Tamworth where we propose the transfer of a large part of Tamworth rural 
district from Warwickshire to Staffordshire. The parishes in question are 
already substantially built up and have a strong community of interest with 
Tamworth borough. The whole area would benefit by being administered as a 
single urban unit. We also think it has possibilities for growth by taking in 
overspill from Birmingham on a greater scale than has so far been envisaged 
for the borough and rural district considered separately. 

10. We are satisfied, after taking into account our proposals for the special 
review area, that Staffordshire, Warwickshire and Worcestershire would con- 
tinue to be effective and convenient areas of county administration. 

2 
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PROCEDURE 

11 . Our procedure has followed the course laid down by the Local Government 
Act, 1958. In January, 1959, we gave formal notice that our review of the area 
would start on 9th March and asked each county and county borough council 
to answer a series of questions about their area. We sent copies of our question- 
naire to every county district council in the review area and to each county, 
county borough and county district council bordering on the review area. We 
also invited certain local and national organisations to give us their views on 
local government in the area (see Appendix 2) and notices in the Press gave a 
general invitation to members of the public to let us have their views. Lists of 
the local authorities and interested bodies who wrote to us are given in 
Appendix 3. 

12 . In May, 1959, we started to hold meetings with the county and county 
borough councils in the area, and we also met some of the county district 
councils affected by proposals put to us. Most of these meetings were held in 
London, but Commissioners and senior members of the staff also visited the 
area; and some meetings with interested local organisations were held in the 
West Midlands. 

13 . Our draft proposals were published on 29th February, 1960, and we asked 
for representations on them to be sent to us by 3rd May. Lists of the local 
authorities and interested bodies who made representations on our draft pro- 
posals are given in Appendix 4. 

CONFERENCES 

14 . Section 21 (4) of the Act requires us, before formulating final proposals, to 
confer with local authorities and other bodies and we held a series of conferences 
at which all the authorities and bodies concerned (see Appendix 5) were able to 
express their views in one another’s presence. At the first conference, held in 
Stafford on 31st May and 1st June, we discussed the draft proposals for Stoke- 
on-Trent county borough and for the boundaries of the administrative county 
of Staffordshire with those of Cheshire, Shropshire and Warwickshire ; at the 
second, held in Warwick on 14th and 15th June, we discussed the proposals for 
Coventry county borough and for the boundaries of the administrative county 
of Warwickshire with Leicestershire and Worcestershire; at the third, held in 
Hereford on 16th June, we discussed the proposals fqr the boundaries of the 
administrative counties of Herefordshire and Worcestershire with Gloucester- 
shire, and for the boundaries of the administrative county of Shropshire with 
Worcestershire and Herefordshire. 

15 . On 13th September we held a conference in Worcester to discuss our draft 
proposal that Worcester should become a municipal borough within the admini- 
strative county of Worcestershire, and Worcester County Borough Council’s 
counter-proposals: on 19th and 20th September we held another conference 
in Stafford to discuss our draft proposal that Burton upon Trent should become 
a municipal borough within the administrative county of Staffordshire, and 
Burton’s counter-proposals for extension into Tutbury rural district in Stafford- 
shire and into Swadlincote urban district and Repton rural district in Derbyshire. 

16 . We should like to take this opportunity of putting on record our thanks to 
the county councils who lent us their council chambers for the conferences, and 
who gave us such willing help in making all the arrangements. 

3 
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ARRANGEMENT OF REPORT 

17. We now present our final proposals and report. We have divided the report 
according to geographical counties, giving a chapter to each county and dealing 
with the county boroughs under the appropriate county heading. We start with 
Staffordshire which is the largest county in the review area and the one in which 
we found the greatest variety of problems, including county borough extension 
at Stoke, the conversion of Burton from a county borough to a non-county 
borough, and at Tamworth the most extensive of the county boundary changes. 
We deal next with Warwickshire, where the main problem was Coventry s claim 
for boundary extension; then with Worcestershire and Shropshire, where apart 
from the future of Worcester county borough we were concerned only mth 
minor adjustments to the county boundaries; and finally with Herefordshire, 
where we had to face the question whether the county itself could survive as a 
separate area of county administration. 

18. Our proposals for alteration of boundaries are defined on the 2^ inch maps 
Nos. 1, 2 and 3 (published separately) and the boundaries we have drawn are 
described in further detail in Appendix 10. In a few instances we have adopted 
as the boundary the line of a proposed road or an existing road which it is 
proposed to widen. If the final line of these road works has not been settled by 
the time any order is made by the Minister, we hope that appropriate action 
would be taken under the powers of the Local Government Act, 1933, by the 
local authorities concerned and the Minister to ensure that the intention of our 
recommendations is carried out. Those sections of the boundary covered by 
this paragraph are marked by an asterisk in the schedule. 

19. We received some suggestions for making minor adjustments to county 
boundaries which were either withdrawn by those who made them or which 
were not included in our draft proposals for other reasons. We have not referred 
to these in our report unless representations were received about their exclusion 
from the draft proposals. Even where authorities were agreed that changes 
should be made, we only included draft proposals to this effect if we thought 
some positive benefit would foUow. 
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CHAPTER I. STAFFORDSHIRE 

Introduction 

20. The part of Staffordshire which is in this review area has common boundaries 
with Cheshire, Derbyshire, Shropshire, Warwickshire and Worcestershire and 
contains two county boroughs — Stoke-on-Trent and Burton upon Trent. The 
population of the administrative county is 971,000 of whom 454,000 live in 
the south of the county in the districts which are included in the West Midlands 
Special Review AreaO, leaving 5 1 7,000 in the general review area. The estimated 
population of the administrative county in 1971 is 1,150,000 of whom about 
620,000 would be in that part of the county in the general review area. 

21. In our review of the administrative county and the two county boroughs we 
met examples of most of the problems with which we are becoming familiar 
as we conduct our reviews. Both Stoke and Burton put forward suggestions for 
extending the county borough into the surrounding county districts. These 
suggestions were on similar Hues to those put forward by other county boroughs 
and the final chapter of our report contains some general remarks on county 
borough extensions. At Burton we had to face the question of the minimum 
size for a county borough. If our proposal that it should become a non-county 
borough in Staffordshire is accepted, the question of its boundaries on the 
Staffordshire side would become a matter for the county review. We received 
various suggestions for adjusting the county boundaries — these ranged from the 
suggestion that a large part of Tamworth rural district should be transferred 
from Warwickshire, so that it could form one local government area with 
Tamworth borough, to suggestions for tidying the boundary with Cheshire. 

22. Part 1 of this chapter deals with Burton upon Trent county borough, and 
Part 2 With Stoke: Part 3 deals with the proposals for Tamworth, and Part 4 
with the min nr changes we propose for the boundaries with Cheshire and 
Shropshire. 

Part 1. Burton upon Trent County Borough 

(Map 1, Part 7) 

DESCRIPTION 

23. The county borough of Burton upon Trent Hes on the eastern side of the 
geographical county of Staffordshire and its eastern boundary is with the 
administrative county of Derbyshire. It was made a county borough in 1901 
when its population was just over 50,000 (see para. 41 below) but by 1911 the 
population had dropped to just over 48,000 and since then it has fluctuated 
slightly within these limits. It is now in terms of population the second smallest 
county borough in England with a population of just under 49,500, a rateable 
value of £720,261 and an area of 4,219 acres: the estimated 1971 population is 
only 50,000. The only increase in area since 1911 took place in 1934, when 16 
acres of the administrative county of Derbyshire were added to the town. 

^ See paiagraph 1 of the General Introduction to this Report. 

5 
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Brewing is still the staple industry, although other industries have grown up 
in and around the town. 



LOCAL AUTHORITY VIEWS 
burton’s suggestions 

24. Burton upon Trent County Borough Council at first suggested that the 
county borough should be enlarged by taking in from Tutbury rural district the 
parishes of Branston, Outwoods, and Stretton and part of the parish of Anslow, 
thus bringing the population of the county borough to 56,200 and more than 
doubling its area. Details of their claim are given in Appendix 6. They did not 
at that stage put forward any suggestions about the Derbyshire boundary, on 
the ground that Derbyshire was not in the general review area. 

25. The council based their claim to these parishes on two main grounds : the 
close affinity between the built-up parts of the parishes and the county borough; 
and the need for land for Burton’s own future development. 

26. They argued that people had been moving out of Burton into the surrounding 
area owing to a shortage of land for private building within the county borough. 
In all these parishes there was continuous development over the county borough 
boundary and it was not possible to make any distinction between people living 
on one side of the boundary or the other; they were aU part of the Burton com- 
munity and were dependent on the county borough in various degrees for work, 
shopping, entertainment and public services. People living on the rural district 
side of the boundary would find it more convenient to have all their local 
government services provided by the county borough council from Burton than 
to have to look to Stafford for some of them. 

27. The council wanted land for development because there was a shortage of 
land within the county borough. They had already had to build two schools 
outside their boundary and their development plan for education provided for 
five more. There was a shortage of sites suitable for industrial development and, 
while some industriahsts had already gone to sites in the proposed added areas, 
firms which asked about sites in Burton often did not want to go outside. The 
council also pointed out that the West Midlands Plan had regarded the Burton 
district as a suitable area to receive overspill from the West Midlands. There 
was room to the west of the county borough for a neighbourhood unit of 
20-25,000 people. If this area was to be developed as envisaged in the plan, it 
was obviously desirable that the administration should not be split between two 
authorities, one of them 27 miles away. 

OTHER AUTHORITIES AFFECTED 

28. Burton’s claim was opposed by Staffordshire County Council and Tutbury 
Rural District Council. They considered that in the developed parts of the 
proposed added areas the services they provided were not only better than those 
that Burton could provide, but cheaper. As for the undeveloped areas, the rural 
district council thought that it was wrong to develop land outside the county 
borough when there was still agricultural land within it, and the county council 
considered it most unhkely that any great development of Burton itself would 
take place. 

6 
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DRAFT PROPOSALS 

29. When preparing our draft proposals we considered whether Burton upon 
Trent shotid remain a county borough, bearing in mind its population of 
under 50,000 compared with the figure of 100,000 which the Act says is to be 
presumed sufficient to support the functions of a county borough and the figure 
of 60,000 which is the minimum at which a borough or urban district can claim 
the right to delegation from the county of certain education, health and welfare 
functions. We concluded that a county borough cannot be a fuUy effective all- 
purpose authority unless its population is big enough to support a full range of 
services, professional officers and institutions. With a population so far below 
100,000 we were satisfied that Burton was seriously limited in scope and oppor- 
tunities in comparison with what larger authorities are able to do. We considered 
the possibility of extension on the Derbyshire side as well as the area asked for 
in Staffordshire, but it did not seem to us that Burton could reasonably be 
enlarged in area so as to make a material increase in its population. We therefore 
made a draft proposal that Burton should become a non-county borough in the 
administrative county of Staffordshire. 

30. The draft proposals were supported by Staffordshire County Council, who 
had previously refrained from expressing any opinion on whether Burton should 
remain a county borough. The other county and county district councils round 
Burton had no observations but, as was to be expected. Burton themselves 
opposed the draft proposals. 

31. The county borough council thought that we ought not to have made any 
proposals affecting their status until we had reviewed the York and North 
Midlands Area and given them a chance to put forward their views about 
expansion on the Derbyshire side. They considered that they were a fully efficient 
all-purpose authority with their present population and they suggested that we 
had attached an altogether artificial and arbitrary importance to the question 
of total population to be served. However, they thought that, whatever might 
be the right view to take of population, every effort should be made to preserve 
the benefits of county borough administration. To that end they put forward 
proposals for taking in more of Tutbury rural district, and also Swadlincote 
urban district and part of Repton rural district in Derbyshire. 

BURTON’S REVISED SUGGESTIONS 

32. Details of the county borough council’s revised suggestions are at Appendix 
6. They were designed, in the council’s own words, as a “clear and positive 
answer (if one be needed)’’ to our view that the county borough could not 
reasonably be enlarged in area so as to make a material increase in its population. 
Under these revised suggestions. Burton’s population would be nearly 90,000 
and with the addition of West Midlands overspill it could be well over 100,000 
in ten to twenty years. The council said that the amalgamation they were 
suggesting would be for the general benefit of the combined area; in some 
ways it would be like the union of the pottery towns into Stoke-on-Trent county 
borough and it would also have some similarity to our own draft proposals for 
South Staffordshire. The enlarged county borough would provide a workable 
administrative unit, separated from the nearest county boroughs by large tracts 
of rural country. The parts of Derbyshire which it was suggested should be 
added to Burton had close links with it; Burton would be a more convenient 

7 
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administrative centre than Derbyshire County Council’s new offices at Matlock; 
and the inhabitants would have greater representation on the county borough 
council than on the Derbyshire County Council. The resources of an enlarged 
county borough would be of help in dealing with subsidence problems in south 
Derbyshire, and the whole area would be drained to Burton’s proposed new 
sewage disposal works. 

VIEWS OF DERBYSHIRE AUTHORITIES 

33. These revised suggestions were opposed by all the authorities affected 
by them. Derbyshire County Council thought them unrealistic and impracticable. 
The area Burton were asking for was geographically and socially separate from 
Burton, and received better services under the existing two-tier system than it 
would do if it became part of the county borough. The county and county 
district councils had the necessary experience and the financial and technical 
resources to deal with subsidence problems ; and as the larger part of the area 
was already adequately drained to local sewage disposal works there would be 
little point in laying expensive connecting sewers across land liable to subsidence. 
They also pointed out that while the cost of some of the county borough 
council’s services was below average, the cost of others was above average. 

34. Both Swadlincote urban and Repton rural district councils supported their 
county council, the urban district council stressing their separateness from 
Burton and the rural district council suggesting that, if there were indeed the 
affinities alleged by Burton, these merely supported their own view that if 
Burton became a non-county borough it should be in the administrative county 
of Derbyshire. The rural district council also pointed out that much of the 
area claimed by Burton could not be developed because of the restrictions caused 
by mineral workings. 

35. Staffordshire County Council and Tutbury Rural District Council opposed 
the extended claim into Staffordshire. The rural district council said that the 
claim for more of their district had been made solely to preserve Burton’s status 
as a county borough. The parts of Tutbury which Burton was seeking to 
incorporate had no community of interest with the parts of south Derbyshire 
which Burton also wanted. 

THE CONFERENCE 

36. Our proposals and Burton’s revised suggestions were discussed at a con- 
ference with the local authorities and interested organisations held in Stafford 
on 19th-20th September, 1960. The county borough council repeated their claim 
to be a fully effective all-purpose authority at their present size and said that 
the figure of 100,000 population was only one of the factors to be taken into 
account. They described their education, health, welfare and other services in 
some detail, emphasising that their technical college and secondary schools 
(two gra mm ar schools and a technical high school) already catered for the 
surrounding area and that in the health and welfare services the coundTs officers 
were able to keep in close touch with the pubUc and with bodies like the local 
Medical Committee and the National Health Service Executive Council. The 
council therefore represented first that Burton should be preserved as a county 
borough and then that it would be to the advantage of local government in the 
neighbourhood if the council were given a wider area of administration. They 
enlarged on their reasons for taking in the Swadlincote area and gave details 

8 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



of the improved services which in their view could be provided; and finally the 
council outlined a ten-year programme for developing the proposed added 
areas and accepting up to 40,000 overspill population from Birmingham, mainly 
to the west of the town. 

37. Support for Burton came from the National Health Service Executive 
Council who said that there was close co-operation between themselves and the 
professional bodies concerned with the health services. These arrangements 
worked more effectively in a compact area than they would if the administration 
was transferred to a distant centre like Stafford. On the other hand the Stafford- 
shire Executive Council, in their general comments on our draft proposals, 
expressed the opinion that the services administered by an Executive Council 
could be more economically provided by a larger unit as opposed to a number 
of smaller units. The Burton Trades Council put in a memorandum in which 
they pointed out the need to attract new industry to the town in order to replace 
employment lost by the rationalisation of the brewing industry. They thought 
that the prospects of future industrial growth would vanish if Burton ceased to 
be a county borough. 

38. Staffordshire County Council opposed Burton’s suggestion for taking 
overspill and doubted whether the county borough council could carry out such 
a scheme without financial help which was not available under the Town 
Development Act, 1952 to a county norough. The county borough council 
themselves admitted that the scheme had been discussed with Birmingham at 
officer level only, that they did not know the views of the government depart- 
ments and that without financial help it would be difficult to carry out. 

OUR PROPOSALS FOR BURTON 

39. We have decided to adhere to our draft proposal that Burton upon Trent 
should become a municipal borough in the administrative county of Stafford- 
shire. We also propose some minor changes in the boundary of the existing 
county borough with the administrative county of Derbyshire. 

THE BASIS OF OUR PROPOSALS 
Summary of Burton’s yiews 

40 . The county borough council’s arguments against our proposals and in 
favour of their own may be summarised as : 

(i) Size is almost irrelevant and matters much less than the administrative 
record of the local authority. 

(ii) Burton is big enough to be a fully effective all-purpose authority with 
its present population and they are confident of being able to meet any 
future needs in the social services. 

(iii) If Burton is thought to be too small, the county borough boundary ought 
to be extended to the Umit in order to preserve one-tier administration 
in Burton and extend its advantages to the surrounding area. 

(iv) Burton is ripe for expansion and could increase its population by taking 
in overspill from the West Midlands conurbation. 

We propose to deal with these arguments under the headings of (a) population 
and resources, (b) Burton’s limitations, (c) administrative record, {d) boundary 
extension and (e) reception of overspill. 
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(a) Population and Resources 

41. It is wrong to say that our use of population as a measure of the ability 
to carry out county borough functions is artificial and arbitrary. Parliament 
has always accepted the relevance of size for this purpose ever since the first 
county boroughs were set up under the Local Government Act of 1888. The 
Act conferred county borough powers on all boroughs with a population of 
more than 50,000 and provided for boroughs which later reached that population 
to obtain the powers by provisional order. That was how Burton became a 
county borough when its population rose to just over 50,000 for a short time at 
the beginning of the century. Since then the qualifying limit has twice been 
raised as the local govenuuent services have grown in scope and complexity. 
On the recommendation of the Royal Commission on Local Government 
which reported in 1925 it was put at 75,000. Now the Local Government Act, 
1958, requires a population of 100,000 unless there are special circumstances 
to justify going below that figure. 

42. We accept that this rule cannot and should not be mechanically applied 
to existing county boroughs. A margin must be allowed for an authority which 
is abready exercising county borough powers. The question is how great the 
margin should be and the Act of 1958 contains one other figure which is signi- 
ficant in this connection. A borough or urban district must have a population 
of 60,000 before it can demand delegation from the county of education, health 
and welfare powers0. Delegation gives day-to-day control of certain well- 
defined aspects of these services, reserving ultimate control of finance and 
poUcy to the county council. We think it follows from this that a county borough 
needs to have a population of well over 60,000 if it is to be capable of sustaining 
by itself a full and effective range of local government services now and in the 
future. Arrangements for sharing facilities and for co-operation in other ways 
are of course common to local authorities of all sizes and have an accepted 
place in the local government structure. But one of the objects of re-organising 
the structure is to make local authorities as far as possible self-sufficient; and 
we are required by the regulations, in assessing the effectiveness of any local 
government organisation of a review area, to keep in mind the objective of 
producing areas of administration which allow scope for the efficient and 
economical discharge of all the functions exercisable by the local authorities 
concerned (regulation 5). 



43. The guidance which Parliament has given us that size is relevant to the 
ability to carry responsibility for services has been fully confirmed in the course 
of our reviews. We have had discussions with many local authorities of all types 
and sizes. We have been able to compare what they are doing in the various 
services and to get their views on what conditions are most conducive to 
effective local government. We have found little disagreement with the general 
proposition that in the “county” services, by which we mean the services that 
are common to counties and county boroughs, small county boroughs are 
seriously limited in scope and opportunities compared with larger authorities. 
In denying the truth of this Burton are out of line with the main trend of 
thinking among the local authorities, government departments and recent 
committees of enquiry into the social services. 

' Regulations under the Planning Acts have adopted the same figure for delegation of 
planning powers. 
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(A) Burton's Limitations 

44. Burton, by contrast with a larger authority, and certainly with Staffordshire, 
are limited both in the range of institutions they can provide and in the staff 
they can employ. These limitations have affected the quality and scope of some 
of their services, particularly the personal health services, the education service, 
the school medical service and provision for the handicapped. 

Staff 

45. The larger authority has the advantage of being able to pay higher salaries 
and so on the whole getting better officers. This is a question of both population 
and resources but, at bottom, size is more important than financial resources, 
because it is the numbers to be dealt with that really determine the range of 
staff and therefore the comprehensiveness and quality of the service. In an 
authority the size of Burton the chief officer in each department has to be a 
jack of all trades. This has its appeal for some able men who Uke to be able to 
turn their hands to anything and it can be very satisfying for the individual 
officer, but it does not in fact provide such good, all-round, services to the 
pubUc as a more balanced organisation. Local knowledge and contact are 
valuable but they cannot be a substitute for adequate professional and other 
staff. In education, in the personal health services, in mental health, in all the 
branches of the welfare service there is an increasing need for people with special 
aptitudes, special training and experience of the particular problems. Many of 
the services must be taken into people’s homes and any local authority which 
is to achieve satisfactory standards in these services must be big enough to carry 
an adequate team of field workers together with the necessary professional 
officers and supervisory staff to take charge of them and to direct their work 
and training. Burton cannot hope to match the range of staff which Stafford- 
shire can employ and any attempt to do so would be wasteful not only of the 
authority’s own money but also of scarce manpower, even assuming the right 
sort of people would be attracted to jobs of such limited scope. From the point 
of view of the staff also, service with a small authority carries the disadvantage 
that opportunities for training are limited because of the difficulty of sparing 
officers to attend refresher courses and because the range of cases arising within 
a small case-load may not offer wide enough experience. 

Health Services 

46. This limitation of staff has seemed to us to be marked in Burton in the 
personal health services. Not very long ago the effectiveness of this service could 
be judged fairly readily by looking at the maternal death rate, infant mortality, 
the incidence of infectious diseases and the hke. All this is changing now and 
greater emphasis is being placed on the development of the many and specialised 
aspects of preventing ill-health. Moreover, the problem of the handicapped (of 
every kind from children to the mentally ill) is becoming one of the main 
issues, as well as the care and after-care of people in their homes. We have been 
impressed by the evidence of the medical officers of health in the larger authori- 
ties on the positive contribution they can make to the domiciliary health services, 
mainly because of the special experience they can deploy through their capacity 
to carry a sufficiently large and varied staff. Compared with these authorities 
an authority like Burton is not in a position to develop some of its services in the 
same way and to the same extent; this is particularly true in Burton, we think, 
in the development of preventive activities and of provision for the handicapped 
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generally. This is no reflection on the Medical Officer of Health in Burton j it 
is the conditions which are defective, not the officers personally. As one medical 
officer of health put it to us : 

As things stand at present, the M.O.H. ... has to be the ultimate authority, so 
far as the local health authority is concerned, in a number of special fields, 
particularly mental health, obstetrics, sanitation, tuberculosis, paediatrics, 
epidemiology, health education, and the wide field of social medicine. It is quite 
impossible for him to keep up to date in these matters without delegation of some 
of the principal responsibilities to other members of the medical staff. 

Education 

47. The education service is one in which variety of staff and institutions are 
of particular importance. Developments in the scope and pattern of the educa- 
tion service since 1944 have made it difficult for the smaller education authorities 
to provide a comprehensive service with a sufficient variety of institutions. This 
affects alike the staffing, the provision of buildings and the standard of work, 
particularly in secondary and further education. An authority big enough to 
have a number of secondary schools and colleges is better placed to achieve 
good standards and to meet new demands, better able to support an adequate 
inspection and advisory staff and more hkely to achieve adequate ascertainment 
of the needs of the individual pupils and students, physically, mentally and 
emotionally at all stages of their careers. A number of recent reports and 
statements on policy show that the limitations of the smaller authorities will 
present even more difficulty in future in relation to the national demand for 
greater equality of opportunity and a greater sense of continuity in the child’s 
educational progress. This is particularly marked in the increasing overlap 
between secondary and further education courses and the demand within 
secondary education for pre-vocational courses of a high standard. 

48. To some extent Burton, by drawing on an area wider than the county 
borough, have been able to provide schools on a scale appropriate to a larger 
authority; to this extent and in this way their service is less limited than might 
otherwise be the case. Even so, however, they are hmited in their ability to 
raise standards by providing specialist advice and to make special provision 
for children who are backward or handicapped in other ways. The council 
themselves recognised in putting forward their proposals to include Swadlincote 
that with a larger population they would be able to increase the scope and 
quality of their provision in education, in the school medical services and in the 
Kbrary service. They looked forward to estabhshing a fully staffed child guidance 
clrnic; they would provide specialised services on the school medical side such 
as health education, speech therapy and physiotherapy; there would also be 
special day schools for physically handicapped children and for the educationally 
sub-normal. 

49. In the light of these examples of how services could be improved in a 
bigger authority. Burton’s claim to be fully effective at their present size cannot 
in our view be sustained. 

(c) Record of Administration 

50. Burton have put particular emphasis on their record of administration as 
a county borough. We recognise that there is much to be said in favour of the 
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small authority; it represents a somewhat more personal form of local govern- 
ment m the sense that members of the authority and chief ofScers can perhaps 
have more direct contact with the public than is usual in larger authorities; and 
a compact area is convenient to administer. On the other hand, it is possible to 
pay too high a price for this. We believe that county boroughs much larger than 
Burton are not too big to have the personal and human touch and that Burton 
is too small for full effectiveness. It is the conditions in Burton which are 
defective, not the authority itself. The limitations in the case loads, the staff 
and the institutions all make it difficult for Burton to develop comprehensive 
services as well or as quickly as a larger authority. Developments already in 
prospect in many of the services, particularly the social services, are making 
the provision of these more complex and specialised; and this process will 
continue. 

51. Burton have already recognised the advantages of looking to the county 
for some of the services. The town is poUced by the county force and the 
children’s service has been integrated with that of the county council. There 
have also been arrangements for use of the county’s child guidance clinic at 
Lichfield. We think that the health and welfare services as a whole and also 
secondary and further education would benefit from integration with the county 
services. Nor would the advantages be only one way. In arguing the case for 
extension the county borough council drew attention to the advantage for 
inhabitants of the added area of being able to use the old people’s home in the 
town instead of having to go to a county home further away. But this advantage 
would follow in the same way if the integration of areas took place by merging 
Burton with the county; and, if this happened, the benefits would flow both 
ways. With Burton as a base the county would be able to improve their local 
provision of old people’s homes and other institutions for the surrounding area 
and the people of Burton would beneflt by having the backing of the county 
services in which, owing to their greater size and resources, the county can offer 
a more varied and comprehensive service than Burton could do on their own. 

(d) Boundary Extension 

52. There remains the question whether Burton can be so increased in size as 
to justify its remaining a county borough. It is almost unique among county 
boroughs in having had no increase of population since the beginning of the 
century. This is partly due to a movement of people out of Burton into the 
adjacent Staffordshire parishes. But even if Burton’s claim to extension in this 
direction was granted in full, it would not add more than about 6,000 to the 
population and we do not think that such an addition would make any material 
difference. On the Derbyshire side we can see no justification within the frame- 
work of the Act and the regulations for including Swadlincote and substantial 
parts of Repton rural district in a county borough with Burton. The county 
borough council suggested that precedents could be found in the union of the 
pottery towns into Stoke-on-Trent and in the county boroughs which we have 
proposed in south Staffordshire. But these are all in areas of continuous urban 
development; there is no such continuity of development between Burton and 
Swadlincote and very httle likelihood, even if the amalgamation came about, 
that the two towns would ever become physically one. Much of the land between 
them cannot be developed owing to the danger of subsidence and Burton’s own 
tentative proposals for development of the combined areas provided for most 

13 

Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



of the expansion to take place on the Staffordshire side. There are some links 
in employment between the two towns and Burton is the centre for shopping 
and other purposes of a wide area around. But for the most part Swadlincote 
and the surrounding settlements in Repton rural district are based on a coal- 
raining economy very different from the industrial structure of Burton and the 
other social and economic links are not strong enough to justify carrying through 
an amalgamation against the wishes of the Derbyshire people. 

53. It is not easy to reconcile these proposals with Burton’s claim to be fuUy 
effective at their present size and we are forced to agree with those who suggested 
that the proposals could only have been put forward on the assumption that 
Burton must at aU costs remain a county borough. 

(e) Overspill 

54. Burton’s proposals for taking overspill from the West Midlands, as finally 
put forward at the Stafford conference, would mean nearly doubling the size 
of the town in ten years. Expansion on such a scale raises questions of planning 
and of Government poHcy which we are not in a position to resolve. At the 
time of the conference Burton had not discussed their proposals with any of 
the local authorities or government departments concerned (apart from some 
preliminary contact at officer level with Birmingham) and we do not know 
whether the proposals are practicable or acceptable on planning grounds. 
The financial burden on Burton would be heavy and they would not be able to 
carry out development on the scale required without Exchequer help. 

55. The Housing Bfil now before Parliament would, when it becomes law, 
enable Exchequer help to be made available. But with so many questions of 
policy still to be answered we do not think Burton can be regarded as a 
sufficiently assured prospect for development on a scale and timing which would 
call for modification of our draft proposal that Burton should become a non- 
county borough. 



Financial Effects on Burton 

56. It is not possible to say precisely what would be the financial effect on 
Burton of becoming a borough in Staffordshire. At one time the council 
suggested that there would be a big increase in Burton’s rate poundage as a 
result of the changes we had proposed for the part of Staffordshire which is in 
the special review area. We do not believe this would be so, nor do we think 
that the county borough council would any longer advance this as an argument 
against our proposals. The loss of the rateable value of south Staffordshire 
would be balanced by a broadly equivalent reduction in the county’s liabilities, 
so that after a period of adjustment the Staffordshire county rate might he 
expected, other things being equal, to settle down to something like its present 
level. In that case the probabihty is that there would be some reduction in the 
level of rates in Burton. 



County and Borough Boundaries 

57. If our proposal to make Burton a non-county borough in Staffordshire is 
accepted the eastern boundary of Burton would become the boundary between 
the administrative counties of Staffordshire and Derbyshire. The existing line is 
unsatisfactory as it cuts through a continuous area of suburban development at 
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a number of points and in other places is ill-defined. Our proposals (see Appen- 
dix 10) are designed to give a better line with the minimum of change. 

58 . With Burton part of Staffordshire, adjustment of the boundary with 
Tutbury rural district would be a matter for the county council. From our 
examination of Burton’s original proposals we think that there would have been 
a case under regulation 11 for including the following areas in the county 
borough: 

(a) aU or most of the parish of Stretton ; 

(b) most of the parish of Outwoods, including the urban development to 
the north and west of the town and as far south as Henhurst Farm; 

(c) the valley portion of the parish of Branston, to the east of the escarpment. 
The built-up parts of these parishes are in effect suburbs of Burton; development 
is continuous over the existing boundary, there are close social and economic 
links with the town and we think it would be in the interests of effective and 
convenient local government if at the county review the entire Burton com- 
munity was included in one district council area. 

CONCLUSION ON BURTON 

59 . We can understand the council’s regret at the loss of Burton’s county 
borough powers and their wish to remain as they are, but we are confident that 
our proposal is in the best interests of local government both for Burton itself 
and for the surrounding area. In many respects the new Burton would not be 
very different from the old. It would remain a borough with its own Mayor, 
aldermen and councillors and its identity as a local government unit would 
be in no way affected. There would be a re-allocation of responsibility for some 
of the local government functions, but the council would continue to administer 
the rest in their own right. We are fortified in our views by the support of 
Staffordshire County Council who have the experience of administering county 
services for important towns like Stafford, with a population of about 44,000, 
and Newcastle-under-Lyme which is about 75,000. The county council have 
said that they would be prepared to give Burton a substantial share in the 
administration of the health, welfare and other services and they see no reason 
why Burton should not grow in importance as an administrative centre in the 
county organisation. We agree with the county council and we recommend 
that Burton’s experience in administering county services should be regarded 
as a special circumstance entitling them to exercise delegated powers at less 
than the statutory minimum of 60,000 population. In this way the personal and 
local element to which Burton rightly attach importance would be retained over 
much of these services. 



Part 2. Stoke-on-Trent County Borough 

DESCRIPTION 

60. The city and county borough of Stoke-on-Trent lies on either side of the 
River Trent in the north of the geographical county of Staffordshire. The 
present (1960) population is 270,200, the rateable value £2'9m., and the area 
21,209 acres. The county borough was formed in 1910 from the county borough 
of Hanley, the municipal boroughs of Stoke-upon-Trent, Longton and Burslem 
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and the urban districts of Fenton and Tunstall. It then covered an area of 
11,144 acres and reached its present size as the result of an extension of 9,635 
acres on the north and east in 1921 and a further small extension in 1929. 

61 . In shape Stoke is long from north to south and narrow from east to west 
(see Map C). The chief industries are pottery and coal mining, both of which 
have a blighting effect on the landscape. The mining causes subsidence which 
results in shortage of sites for industry, housing and open space and makes 
redevelopment difficult and expensive. The potteries have in the past needed 
ugly and extensive buildings and have left large scars on the landscape where 
the clay has been extracted. People and industry have tended to move out of 
the city and for nearly 30 years, apart from a slight increase between 1939 and 
1951, the population has been steadily decreasing. The 1971 population was 
originally estimated at 278,000 but it is now thought Ukely to be about 275,000, 
and perhaps as low as 270,000. 

STORE’S CLAIM FOR BOUNDARY EXTENSION 

62 . Stoke-on-Trent County Borough Council suggested that the city should be 
enlarged by the inclusion of the whole of the municipal borough of Newcastle- 
under-Lyme and parts of the rural districts of Leek, Cheadle, Stone and 
Newcastle-under-Lyme, thus increasing the population by about 96,000, the 
rateable value by nearly £lm. and the area by over 25,000 acres. Details of 
Stoke’s claim are given in Appendix 7 and the boundaries of the area asked for 
are shown on Map C, which illustrates the future pattern of development in 
these areas. 

63. The county borough council said that their proposals were designed on the 
one hand to bring back into the city some of those people who had moved 
away in search of pleasanter surroundings and on the other hand to make 
available within the city more land for housing, industry, and open space. The 
areas they asked for can conveniently be divided into three categories: 

(a) Newcastle-under-Lyme borough. 

(i) The undeveloped parts of the rural districts. 

(c) The developed parts of the rural districts to the immediate east and 
south of the city. 

(a) Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough 

64 . The county borough council put forward three main reasons why the city 
should be enlarged to take in the whole of Newcastle-under-Lyme : 

(a) Continuity of development — ^the boundary between the two towns was 
built up on either side and Newcastle was in fact a continuation of Stoke. 

(b) Community of interest — ^people from Newcastle worked in Stoke and 
went there for shopping, entertainment and cultural activities. 

(c) The class balance — ^because of its lack of attraction Stoke was largely a 
one class town, as those who could afford to do so had moved away, 
many of them to Newcastle. If Newcastle were included in the city it 
would make for a better-balanced community. 

They also suggested that Newcastle would benefit by being able to enjoy one- 
tier administration. 
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€5. Stake’s suggestions for Newcastle-under-Lyme borough were opposed by 
Staffordshire County Council and Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council 
and also provoked opposition from people living in Newcastle. The arguments 
of those who opposed Stoke’s case were: 

(a) Continuity of development — although development was continuous along 
part of the boundary, there was a physical break along the greater part. 

(b) Community of interest — ^Newcastle was an old town (it got its first 
charter in 1173) which had grown up quite independently of Stoke with 
its own shops, amusements and cultural life. The joumey-to-work 
pattern was not all one way; some people living in Stoke worked in 
Newcastle. 

(c) The class balance — ^people had left Stoke only because no provision had 
been made there for private estate development. 

(d) The local government services provided by Staffordshire and the borough 
council were of a high standard and would not be improved by absorption 
of the borough into Stoke. 

Finally, it was argued that in nearly half a century the six towns forming the 
present county borough had not become a unified whole. The addition of a 
seventh co mmu nity would merely make things worse. 

^6. Both Newcastle-under-Lyme and Staffordshire agreed however that where 
development along the boundary was continuous, small adjustments could with 
advantage be made. 

67. We were not satisfied when we made our draft proposals that Stoke had made 
out a case for absorbing Newcastle and we were confirmed in this view by the 
fact that the county borough council made no further attempt to press their 
claim. It is true that there is some continuity of development between the two 
towns (see Map C) and they have many characteristics and interests in cormnon. 
But the greater part of their common boundary follows prominent physical 
features — in the south Lyme Brook and in the north the foot of the escarpment — 
which effectively separate them; Newcastle is an ancient borough with a 
character and tradition of its own; it is too big to be a mere suburb of Stoke 
and it is a valuable part of the county, not only for its rateable value but also 
because it is a centre for county services over a wider area than the town itself. 
We concluded that the balance of advantage was clearly in favour of leaving 
Newcastle in the county. 

68. We are however proposing some small changes in the fine of the boundary 
between Stoke and Newcastle. Minor adjustments are proposed in the south 
to accord with the present course of Lyme Brook and in the north to coincide 
with the western boundary of the railway at the foot of the escarpment: in the 
central section where the boundary follows no major physical feature and 
where it runs in places indiscriminately through buildings, including a school 
and its playing fields, we have proposed changes which take advantage, where- 
ever possible, of major land use divisions, producing a more regular and 
clearly defined line. 

(b) The undeveloped parts of the rural districts 

69. Most of the areas in the rural districts of Leek, Cheadle, Stone and 
Newcastle which Stoke suggested should be incorporated in the city consisted 
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of undeveloped land in the green belt. The county borough council said they 
wanted this land for three purposes : 

(a) Housing — ^there was in Stoke a shortage of sites suitable for private 
housing and a feeling that Staffordshire County Council were too strict 
in their application of the green belt policy, thus preventing people from 
building houses near the city. 

(b) Open space — ^there was a shortage of open spaces in Stoke and the city 
would therefore benefit from the inclusion of open land forming part of 
the green belt. 

(c) Industry — sites of adequate size and suitable levels to attract new 
industry were not available in the city. 

70. Stake’s suggestions were opposed by Staffordshire County Council and the 
four rural district councils, and also by Stone Urban District Council who 
feared for their own future if the rural district were so reduced as to be no longer 
viable. They answered the county borough council’s arguments as follows: 

(a) Housing — ^residential development was always popular on the verge of a 
large town and the green belt was there to prevent the smaller com- 
munities on the edge of the city from sprawling until they coalesced 
with it. 

(b) Open spaces — ^people living in Stoke could aheady avail themselves of 
the open country outside the city boundary and no alteration of boun- 
daries could increase the amount of land actually available for recreation. 

(c) Industry — land had been available within the present city boundaries 
for many years; if industry was moving away from the city it was 
presumably because it wanted to be elsewhere and there was no reason 
why the city boundary should follow it. 

Finally, it was suggested that Stoke seemed reluctant to tackle the job of 
redeveloping derelict land within the city, as had been done by councils in the 
West Midlands conurbation who were faced with similar problems, but pre- 
ferred to build outside. Stoke ought to reclaim land within the city, as these 
other towns were doing, before seeking to build on land in the green belt. 

71. We did not in our draft proposals suggest the inclusion within the city of 
any of the undeveloped areas, except for the smallholdings owned by the county 
borough council at Great Eaves in Cheadle rural district, the site of the sludge 
disposal works at Newstead in Stone rural district and some green belt land 
which was included in the interests of getting a well-defined boundary. We also 
suggested an alteration to the boundary at Strongford, in Stone rural district, 
to secure a better line, that involved the transfer of a small area from Stoke to 
the county. 

72. The county borough council did not press their original suggestions when 
they saw our draft proposals, but they pointed out that the new line we had 
suggested at Strongford cut through their sewage disposal works, and they asked 
again that the Cocknage area of Stone rural district should be transferred to 
them. They said that this area was peculiarly suited to good class residential 
development and that they had already spent money on laying new sewers 
there. Staffordshire County Council did not agree that the land owned by Stoke 
at Newstead should be transferred to the city and pointed out that, although it 
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■was held for sewage disposal purposes, it was in fact still used for farming. 
We have taken the points about Strongford and Newstead into account in 
framing our final proposals. 

73. The county borough council’s suggestions for the undeveloped parts of the 
rural districts were not in accordance with the county development plan nor 
■did the council have any proposals for development that would satisfy regula- 
tion 11 (b) of the Local Government Commission Regulations. The city is not 
faced with a rapidly expanding population and we believe that given a proper 
policy of reclamation and development land will be available within the existing 
boundary for foreseeable needs for both housing and industry. We have some 
sympathy with the county borough council’s plea about open space but the 
three areas to which our attention was particularly drawn — Trentham Gardens 
and Park, Wetley Moor and Downs Bank — are already open to the public: 
Trentham Gardens and Trentham Park in particular attract people from a 
much wider area than Stoke. Wetley Moor is owned jointly by the county 
borough council and Cheadle Rural District Council, and Downs Bank is 
National Trust property. Moreover, we think that generally it is appropriate 
that county councils and not county borough councils should be the guardians 
of the green belt. The real need in Stoke as we see it is for small open spaces 
near where people live and extending the county borough wiU not bring any 
improvement here. We have therefore proposed the inclusion of only such 
undeveloped land as is necessary to provide a good boundary, and of the small- 
holdings owned by Stoke at Great Eaves. 

(c) The developed parts of the rural districts 

74. The county borough council’s arguments in support of including within 
the city the built-up areas on the eastern and southern boundaries were the 
same as those they put forward about Newcastle with particular emphasis on 
community of interest, since the people living in these areas were said to be even 
more dependent on Stoke for work, shopping and entertainment than the people 
living in Newcastle. 

75. Stake’s suggestions for these areas were opposed by the Staffordshire 
authorities and there were also protests from people living in the areas which 
would be affected. The arguments put to us were : 

(a) Break in development — ^the areas were settlements in the green belt and 
separate from the built-up parts of the city or joined to them by no 
more than ribbon development; 

ib) Lack of afflmity — the proposals were contrary to the wishes of the 
inhabitants; people had moved to these places to get away from Stoke 
and looked to the country towns such as Leek and Stone rather than 
Stoke-on-Trent for needs which could not be met locally; 

id) Destruction of social hfe — these places had no special links with the 
city; they had developed a vigorous social life of their own with all the 
activities associated with rural settlements and this would be destroyed 
if they ceased to be villages in rural districts and became part of a county 
borough; 

id) Balance of advantage — the people living in these areas had nothing to 
gain from being in the city as they were already getting satisfactory local 
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services j the £ire^ contained a. large part of the rateable value and. 
population of the rural districts and their loss would be a serious blow 
to the finances and administration of the district councils. 

DRAFT PROPOSALS 

76. When we came to consider our draft proposals for Stoke we decided, for 
the reasons already given in paragraph 67 of this chapter, that the city council 
had not made out a case for absorbing the borough of Newcastle-under-Lyme. 
We also saw no need to include in the city green belt land or land for develop- 
ment (see paragraphs 70-71). Our draft proposals were therefore almost 
entirely confined to the built-up areas to the east and south of the city. 

77. We looked at these areas in the light of regulation 11 of the Local Govern- 
ment Commission Regulations, which requires us to consider how far they are 
not only a continuation of the town area of the county borough, but whether 
there are closer and more special links with the town than those arising from 
mere proximity; whether there would be a balance of advantage in making the 
change, taking into account the interests not only of the people living in the 
areas to be included, but also of the inhabitants of the county borough; and 
the effect on local government organisation in the county districts affected. 
After discussion with the local authorities concerned and visits of inspection 
to the areas affected we suggested in our draft proposals that the following areas 
should be included within the city boundary: 

(а) Leek rural district. The Norton Green, Baddeley Green and Baddeley 
Edge areas of the parish of Norton-in-the-Moors and the Light Oaks 
area of the parish of BagnaU; 

(б) Cheadle rural district 

(i) A narrow strip of the parish of Caverswall running from Great Eaves 
(see paragraph 71 above) through Brookhouses to Form Farm and 
an area in the south of the parish containing Weston Coyney, 
Caverswall Wood and Caverswall Park. 

(ii) Part of the parish of Forsbrook containing the development along 
the main road between the city boundary and Blythe Bridge. 

(c) Stone rural district 

(i) The development round the Stoke-on-Trent municipal airfield at 
Blythe Bridge and Meir Heath and the associated development at 
Rough Close and Barlaston Common in the parishes of Fulford, 
Stone Rural and Barlaston. 

(ii) To the west of the parish of Barlaston, the land held by the city for 
educational and sewage disposal purposes (see paragraph 71 above) 
and that part of the Newstead Park plantation at present outside 
the city. 

REACTIONS TO THE DRAFT PROPOSALS 

78. The county council and Leek, Cheadle and Stone rural district councils 
made representations on our suggestions both in writing and at the conference 
at Stafford on 1st June. They were opposed to losing so much of their territory 
as was contemplated in the draft proposals. They were prepared to agree that 
where the county borough council owned land astride the boundary, minor 
adjustments should be made to bring the whole of the land concerned into the 
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city and that territory might accordingly be conceded at Ball Green, Great 
Eaves and Newstead school. But they remained of the view that the areas we 
had proposed to include in the city were essentially self-contained communities 
in the green belt and that the effect of the boundaries we had chosen was to put 
too much green belt land into Stoke. At Weston Coyney, where they admitted 
that there was some continuity of development across the boundary, they 
suggested that if any boundary adjustment was needed the development in 
Stoke, which was separated from the rest of the city by open laud, should be 
transferred to the county. One new fact which emerged in the course of the 
county council’s representations at the conference was that it was no longer 
their intention that a wedge of green belt should separate Blythe Bridge from 
Blythe Marsh. It was now intended that these two settlements should ultimately 
be linked, and that a by-pass road should be constructed that would effectually 
separate them from Stoke. In view of this we think our draft proposals should 
be modified to leave the Blythe Bridge area in the county. 

79. The only suggestion from the county borough council about this part of 
cur draft proposals was that the part of the parish of Norton-in-the-Moors 
which would be isolated from the rest of the parish should also be transferred 
to them. 



OUR PROPOSALS FOR STOKE 
.80. After considering aU the arguments put to us in the written representations 
and at the conference we decided to modify our draft proposals as follows : 

(a) to include in Stoke all the land west of Bemersley Road in the northern 
part of the parish of Norton-in-the-Moors; 

(i) to leave in the county the development at Blythe Bridge in the parish of 
Fulford and the associated development in the parish of Forsbrook (and 
as a consequence of this to exclude from Stoke a small area alongside 
the proposed by-pass); 

(e) to leave in the county the land owned by Stoke for sewage disposal 
purposes at Newstead in the parish of Barlaston, and the Newstead Park 
woodland, and to leave in the city the whole of the Strongford sewage 
disposal works; and 

(d) to reduce, where possible, the amount of green belt land taken into the 
city. 

81. Our final proposals affecting the county borough of Stoke-on-Trent are 
therefore as follows : 

(i) That the following areas should be transferred to it from the administra- 
tive county of Stafford — 

(a) Leek rural district. The parts of the parishes of Norton-in-the- 
Moors and Bagnall specified in our draft proposals (less small 
areas of green belt east of Ball Green) together with the remaining 
land west of Bemersley Road in the northern part of the parish of 
Norton-in-the-Moors. 

(ft) Cheadle rural district. The narrow strip of land in the northern 
part of the parish of CaverswaU and, in the southern part of 
that parish, the development at Weston Coyney and CaverswaU 
Wood. 
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(e) Stone rural district. The development round the Stoke-on-Trent 
municipal airfield at Meir Heath and the associated development 
at Rough Close and Barlaston Common; and the land forming 
part of the grounds at Newstead School in the north-west of the 
parish of Barlaston. 

(ii) That the following areas should be transferred from the city to the 
county — 

(a) A small area of largely undeveloped land between the railway and 
the proposed by-pass road at Blythe Bridge. 

(b) Two very small areas south of the city on the boundary with Stone 
rural district. 

(c) Certain areas in the west of the city on the boundary with 
Newcastle-under-Lyme borough. 

(iii) That the boundaries of the areas listed above, together with other minor 
boundary modifications, should be as shown on Map No. 3 and described 
in the schedule contained in Appendix 10. 

REASONS FOR THE PROPOSALS 

82. Apart from minor boundary adjustments which are described and explained 
in Appendix 10 the built-up areas we propose to transfer to Stoke are those at 
Norton-in-the-Moors and Baddeley Green in Leek rural district, Weston 
Coyney in Cheadle rural district and the Meir Heath and Rough Close areas 
of Stone rural district. Map C shows how these areas will be related to Stoke 
by 1971 when development in accordance with the development plans has been 
carried out. 

83. Many of the reasons put forward by the county authorities for opposing 
Stoke’s claims were very similar to the arguments used against Coventry. We 
have included some general remarks on these matters in our final chapter. 

84. The county council’s main argument against putting the built-up areas into 
Stoke was that they were independent settlements in the green belt. We could 
see the difficulty which faced the county council because there is an untidy 
straggle of development all along the eastern and southern edges of Stoke. 
Beyond the areas we have proposed to include in the city there is more or less 
unbroken ribbon development along the main roads running out to places hke 
Brown Edge, Endon and Werrington which we agree belong more to the county 
than to the city. The object of the county development plan is to concentrate 
development in future and to build up these settlements, separately or together, 
as self-contained communities independent of Stoke. But we think that at the 
places covered by our proposals the physical process of integration with the city 
has already gone too far and that it is no longer possible to link them with areas 
further out in the county. They are suburbs of the city in spite of the tenuous 
fingers of green belt which thrust themselves in at the edges of the development 
at Baddeley Green or the open land on the city side of the boundary at Norton- 
in-the-Moors, Weston Coyney and Meir Heath; for at all these places the open 
land is used for essentially urban purposes such as public open spaces, allotments, 
schools and cemeteries and cannot be regarded as forming a material break in 
the built-up area. 
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85. In drawing the boundary round these areas we have kept as close as possible 
to the limits of development and have not included any more green belt than was 
consistent with getting a good boundary line. Where it was necessary to cut 
through ribbon development, we have done so at the nearest convenient point. 

86. The Blythe Bridge-Blythe Marsh area is a good example of how difhcult 
it is to get a clean boundary to the east and south of the city. In our draft 
proposals we decided to include Blythe Bridge in the city because it seemed to 
us that, although the connection with the city was not as close as that of some 
other areas, the county council’s own green belt proposals isolated it from 
development in the rural district at Blythe Marsh and Forsbrook. We have 
altered our views as a result of the county council’s revised planning proposals 
which will have the effect of separating Blythe Bridge from the city by a new 
road and linking it by continuous development with Blythe Marsh. Again, to 
the south of the city we have proposed the transfer of two very small pieces of 
land from the city to the county in order to provide a better boundary, 

EFFECTS OF OUR PROPOSALS 

87. As a result of our proposals Stoke would gain about 10,000 in population 
and in area about 2,100 acres, compared with the 96,000 population and 25,000 
acres of their claim. The gain in reateable value would be just over £100,000. 
We do not think that the loss of these areas would do any harm to Staffordshire 
as a county. The effect on the rural districts would be that Cheadle, with a 
population of just under 38,000, would lose about 1 3 per cent of its population 
and 9 per cent of its rateable value and Stone, which has a population of just 
over 18,000, would lose about 8 per cent of population and 11 per cent of 
rateable value. We do not think that these losses would have any material effect 
on the viability of either of these two districts. Leek rural district, which has a 
population of 20,500, would lose about 31 per cent of its population and 34 per 
cent of its rateable value with a reduction in area of only 1 per cent. The question 
whether the district as so reduced would still be viable is a matter for the county 
council, but we see no reason why they should not be able to make satisfactory 
arrangements as part of tbe county review. 

Part 3. Boundary with Warwickshire (Tamworth) 

(Map 1, Part 9) 

DESCRIPTION 

88. The borough of Tamworth, which traces its history back to Anglo-Saxon 
times, hes on the Staffordshire side of the Staffordshire/Warwickshire boundary, 
u now covers an area of 11,711 acres, and its 1960 population was 13,600. 
Tamworth rural district, to the east of the borough, is on the Warwickshire 
side of the boundary, and has a population of about 17,700. At one time both 
the borough and the rural district were partly in one county and partly in the 
other. 

89. Tamworth lies on the edge of the Warwickshire coal field. It is primarily a 
inarket town serving a fairly wide rural area in both Staffordshire and Warwick- 
shire and has little industry. Many of the men from the town work in the coal 
imnes in the rural district and women from the rural district work in the town’s 
shops and in its textile and clothing factories, 
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LOCAL AUTHORITY VIEWS 

90. Tamworth Borough Council suggested to us that Tamworth ought to be 
enlarged by taking in three entire parishes and part of a fourth in the rural 
district, containing a population of just over 11,000 (see figure l,p.25). Stafford- 
shire County Council did not express any views on this suggestion; it was 
opposed by Warwickshire County Council and Tamworth Rural District Council. 

91. In support of their claim the borough council argued that the parts of these 
parishes nearer to Tamworth were now so built-up as to be urban areas. They 
were joined to the borough by continuous development and the people living 
there looked to the borough as their centre for shopping, business and recreation. 
It would be to everybody’s benefit to bring the whole area of Tamworth and 
district under one urban administration ; with a greater population and rateable 
value it would be possible to have improved local government services and 
other amenities and there would be a great advantage in planning future 
industrial development over the area as a whole. 

92. Warwickshire County Council and Tamworth Rural District Council on the 
other hand denied that these areas were predominantly urban or that there was 
any close community of interest between people in the borough and those in 
the rural district; they said that the people in the parishes had their own com- 
munity Hfe, they did not use the borough services to any appreciable extent and 
they regarded Birmingham as the centre for shopping which they could not do 
locally. The county council said that the borough council’s claim had only been 
made because they were afraid of losing their borough status. The result of 
adopting their suggestions would be to sever the rural district, leaving a remainder 
which could not stay independent and could not be conveniently joined to 
neighbouring districts. 

DRAFT PROPOSALS 

93. In our draft proposals we provided for the three parishes of Amington, 
Glascote and Wfinecote and the village of Dosthill in the parish of Kingsbury 
to be transferred to Staffordshire, together with a very small part of Atherstone 
rural district in order to secure a good boundary. 

94. These proposals were supported by Staffordshire County Council, who had 
until then remained neutral, but were opposed by Warwickshire County Council 
and Tamworth Rural District Council for the reasons which they had already 
given. Warwickshire County Council said that our proposals would destroy 
the rural district for the sake of strengthening the borough. They argued that 
the proposals were in essence proposals for the extension of a non-county 
borough and the abolition of a rural district and that we had no power under 
the Act to make such proposals in a general review area. It was, they submitted, 
clear from the White Paper on Areas and Status of Local Authorities that we 
were not intended to recommend changes in county boundaries except where 
there were anomalies which caused administrative inconvenience ; our proposals 
went far beyond that limited purpose. 

PROPOSALS FOR TAMWORTH 

95. We propose that the areas dealt with in our draft proposals should be 
transferred from Warwickshire to Staffordshire and that the new county boun- 
dary should be as shown on Map No. 1, Part 9 and as described in Appendix 10. 
The effect of these proposals is illustrated by figure 1 (p. 25). 
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96. We have not dealt in detail with Warwickshire County Council’s submission 
that we have no power to propose changes which would result in the abolition 
of a rural district, as they will no doubt want to put their own case at a later 
stage. We are proposing an alteration of the county boundary which we think 
will be in the interest of more effective and convenient local government in the 
area. This seems -to us to be a matter within our powers : in any event we think 
that it is desirable to set out the arguments in favour of the alteration so that 
they can be considered at the appropriate time. 

97. Tamworth rural district is an area of coal mining and other mineral workings 
and the settlements at Amington, Glascote, Wilnecote and Dosthill are in 
origin mining and quarrying villages. But they are now ceasing to be villages 
and are becoming indistinguishable (except for local government administration) 
from the town of Tamworth. There has been some private housing development 
for people from Tamworth, particularly in Amington and Glascote, and all 
four settlements are connected to the town by virtually continuous urban 
development. There has also been some development of industry in this part of 
the rural district. It is clear that the people in the parishes look to the borough 
as a centre for shopping, recreation, professional services and other purposes, 
while for purposes of employment the two areas are interdependent. 

ADVANTAGES FOR TAMWORTH AND DISTRICT 

98. We have no doubt that it would make for more effective and convenient 
local government in the area to bring the whole of Tamworth and district under 
one urban authority. The greater resources of the combined area would enable 
the local authority to provide better services : at the same time administrative 
economies could be expected at both district and county level, as there would 
no longer be two sets of authorities providing services in what is essentially one 
urban area. 

99. Both the borough and the rural district councils want to attract more 
industry and population. We think they would be better able to do so if there 
was one local planning authority for the whole area and one district council 
responsible for housing and other local services. Together the two areas could 
also make a more substantial contribution to the West Midlands overspill 
problem than they can separately. The borough council have already agreed to 
build 1,700 houses for Birmingham overspill. The rural district council have 
made an offer which has not been taken up — and in view of the difficulty of 
getting population and industry to move from the conurbations this is not 
surprising. We are sure that movement to a properly planned town based on 
Tamworth would be more attractive than expansion in a number of scattered 
urban areas in the rural district; and even allowing for the restrictions on 
development imposed by the floodable valley of the Tame in the borough and 
the risks of subsidence in parts of the rural district we think that by having one 
plan for the whole area it would be possible to draw this scattered development 
together into a more unified community. 

100. We considered whether there would be any advantage in drawing a boun- 
dary to contain merely the land already developed or suitable for development, 
but we decided that there would be no benefit to the rural district or to Warwick- 
shire in leaving them with a greater area of land which is of low rateable value 
and unsuitable for development because of liability to flooding and the risk 
of subsidence. 
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CONCLUSION ON TAMWORTH 

101. We feel that Warwickshire took perhaps a rather narrow view of our 
proposals. In making these proposals we intend no criticism of the county 
council’s efficiency nor of the quality of services which they and the rural 
district council have provided in the area around Tamworth. But our point is 
that the present county boundary is out of date; it now runs through a con- 
tinuous urban area and it is an unnecessary duplication to have two different 
counties and two different district councils providing services on either side of 
such a boundary. 

102. Warwickshire and Tamworth rural district suggested that our proposals 
amounted to a take-over of the rural district by the borough. We do not regard 
the matter in that light nor are our proposals made for the sake of preserving 
the borough status of the existing Tamworth. We hope that people in the 
borough and in the added areas would work together in partnership; the 
two populations would not be far from equal and indeed with the addition 
to the borough of part of Lichfield rural district, which the borough council 
hope might come about at the Staffordshire county review, the original inhabi- 
tants of the borough would be out-numbered by the new element. 

103. We are satisfied that Warwickshire would not suffer as a county by the loss 
of this population and rateable value. There would be some inconvenience to 
the county authorities and to the people who live in the remaining part of the 
rural district. But we see no reason why this part of Tamworth rural district 
should not be included in the neighbouring rural district of Atherstone and in 
our view any inconvenience to the county and their inhabitants would be greatly 
outweighed by the benefit to the inhabitants of the enlarged borough. 

Part 4. Minor Boundary Changes 

BOUNDARY WITH CHESHIRE 

104. Balterley and Wrinehill (Newcastle-under-Lyme rural district, Stafford- 
shire; Nantwich rural district, Cheshire). (Map 1, Part 2). 

The proposal to alter the boundary in the Balterley area originated with 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Rural District Council who suggested that the hamlets 
of Gorstyhill and Englesea Brook should be transferred from Cheshire to 
Staffordshire; Staffordshire County Council suggested alternative boundary 
lines in this area and Cheshire County Council made counter proposals to 
transfer part of Balterley to Cheshire. A new motorway is to be constructed in 
the area and it seems desirable that, if the boundary is to be altered, the new 
line should not only unite hamlets with their parent village but should also 
ensure that the motorway is not crossed by the county boundary unnecessarily. 
Our draft proposal therefore in general followed the Kne suggested by Cheshire 
County Council, putting part of Balterley in Cheshire and keeping the proposed 
new motorway well within Cheshire. Staffordshire County Council and New- 
castle-under-Lyme Rural District Council did not agree with this draft proposal, 
contending that it would separate GoistyhiU from the communities in Stafford- 
shire to which it looked, and suggesting that the proposed new motorway 
should itself be the boundary. We are prepared to accept the view that it would 
be better that Gorstyhill should be in Staffordshire and, while there are obvious 
difficulties in the way of adopting as a boundary a road that has not yet been 
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built, we have found a line which will put GorstyhiU into Staffordshire and at 
the same time ensure that when the road is built it will be all in Cheshire. We 
have adopted this line in our final proposals. So far as Wrinehill is concerned 
all the authorities agreed that the part of the parish east of the main railway 
line between Stafford and Crewe should be transferred from Cheshire to 
Staffordshire, and we have made a proposal accordingly. 

105 . Kidsgrove. (Kidsgrove urban district, Staffordshire; Congleton rural 
district, Cheshire). (Map 1, Part 1). 

Cheshire and Staffordshire county councils made joint suggestions to us for 
adjusting the boundary between Kidsgrove and Congleton rural district at Mow 
Cop, Mount Pleasant and in the Liverpool Road area, and we made draft 
proposals to give effect to the suggestions for Mow Cop and Mount Pleasant, 
where the existing boundary cuts through properties. We did not make any 
draft proposal for the Liverpool Road area as the new hne suggested would 
leave the Kidsgrove sewage disposal works just across the boundary in Con- 
gleton, and most of the land affected by the suggested change was derelict. 
When the proposals were discussed at the Stafford conference it became apparent 
that there was some prospect of the derelict land being developed, and in these 
circumstances we think it is reasonable to make the suggested alteration. There 
was some divergence of opinion on whether the new boundary should run 
along the Liverpool Road or a building depth behind it; we have adopted the 
latter course in our proposal. 

BOUNDARY WITH SHROPSHIRE 

106 . Bearstone and Pipegate. (Newcastle-under-Lyme rural district, Stafford- 
shire; Drayton rural district, Shropshire). 

Shropshire County Council suggested to us that the whole of the parish of 
Mucklestone should be transferred from Staffordshire to Shropshire: this was 
opposed by Staffordshire County Council, while Newcastle-under-Lyme Rural 
District Council suggested instead that the hamlets of Bearstone and Pipegate 
should be transferred from Shropshire to Staffordshire. As a counter suggestion 
to this Shropshire County Council proposed that the boundary should be 
altered to follow the River Tern, thus transferring the hamlet of Knighton to 
Shropshire. The County boundary in this area is excessively indented, and in 
the end we made a draft proposal based on a further suggestion from Stafford- 
shire County Council that the boundary should follow the hne of the railway, 
thus transferring Bearstone and Pipegate to Staffordshire and a small piece of 
land to Shropshire. This proved unacceptable to the Shropshire authorities, 
who pointed out that Bearstone and Pipegate would thus be separated from 
then parent village of Woore. They suggested that it would be better to transfer 
Knighton to Shropshire, which would not be acceptable to the Staffordshire 
authorities, or to leave things as they are. While the present boundary is not a 
very good one, no-one has suggested to us that it causes any serious difficulties, 
and in the circumstances we think it is best to leave the boundary as it is. 

107 . Market Drayton. (Newcastle-under-Lyme rural district, Staffordshire; 
Market Drayton urban and Drayton rural districts, Shropshire) .(Map 1, Part 4.) 

Shropshire County Council suggested, and all the other authorities concerned 
agreed, that the land between the existing county boundary at Market Drayton 
and the Shropshire Union Canal should be transferred from Staffordshire to 
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Shropshire. The canal provides a clearly recognisable boundary at this point, 
and we have made a proposal accordingly. 

108. Islington. (Stafford rural district, Staffordshire; Newport urban district, 
Shropshire). (Map 1, Part 5). 

Shropshire County Council originally suggested that the whole of the parish 
of Forton in Stafford rural district should be transferred from Staffordshire to 
Shropshire; they later modified their suggestion and thought that the Islington 
area alone might be transferred. Development in this area runs out in a ribbon 
on either side of the road from Newport to Stafford; it is to all appearances an 
outgrowth of Newport and we therefore made a draft proposal that this area 
should be transferred to Shropshire. Although this suggested alteration had at 
one time been supported by all the authorities concerned, except the Forton 
Parish Council, Stafford Rural District Council made representations against 
the draft proposal, and Staffordshire County Council suggested we might wish 
to look at it again. We were told that a new by-pass road was proposed which 
would cut off most of the development at Islington from Newport and that 
it would be better to adopt the line of the proposed road as a boundary. It 
was however admitted that this road was not likely to be built for some time 
and it seems to us that even when it is built the people in this part of Forton 
will still look to Newport for most purposes. We are therefore incorporating 
our draft proposal in our final proposals. 

109. Brockton Grange. (Cannock- rural district, Staffordshire; Shifnal rural 
district, Shropshire). (Map 1, Part 6). 

All the authorities concerned agreed in suggesting to us that a small area of 
land should be transferred from Shropshire to Staffordshire to remove an 
indentation from the boundary and to bring entirely into Staffordshire a road 
that at present cuts across the indentation made by Shropshire at this point. 
We made a draft proposal accordingly and now incorporate it in our final 
proposals. 

Combined Effect of Our Proposals on Staffordshire 

110. In our report on the special review area we have proposed a pattern of 
county boroughs for the Black County, and the only substantial parts of the 
special review area which under our proposals would remain in the administra- 
tive county are Aldridge and Brownhills urban districts. In the general review 
area we have proposed that Burton upon Trent should become a non-county 
borough in the administrative county, Stoke-on-Trent county borough should 
be extended and that there should be adjustments to the boundary with Shrop- 
sliire at Market Drayton, Islington and Brockton Grange; to the boundary 
with Cheshire at WrinehaU, Balterley and Kidsgrove; and to the boundary with 
Warwickshire at Tamworth. 

111. The effect of our proposals for the general review area would be to give this 
part of Staffordshire a net gain in population of about 50,000. Our proposals 
for the Black Country would mean a loss to Staffordshire of about 390,000, so 
that the total result of our proposals for the two review areas would be ftat 
the administrative county would have a population in 1960 figures of 630,000. 

112. We are satisfied that the administrative county as so constituted would be 
an effective and convenient area of local government and that its population 
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would be adequate to sustain a full range of local government services of high 
standard. The inclusion of a large part of Tamworth rural district in the admini- 
strative county would enable the borough and the adjacent built-up areas to 
be planned and administered as one and would give scope for an increased 
contribution towards solving the West Midlands overspill problem. The other 
changes we have proposed to the county boundaries should, by removing 
inconvenience and anomalies, make local government in those areas easier to 
administer. 
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CHAPTER II. WARWICKSHIRE 

Introduction 

113. The administrative county of Warwickshire had a mid-1960 population of 
591,400 of whom 417,000 live in that part of the county in the general review 
area — the rest of the administrative county, with about 174,000, is in the West 
Midlands Special Review Area. The geographical county lies in the south east 
of the West Midlands review areas and marches with Leicestershire and North- 
amptonshire (both in the East Midlands Review Area), Oxfordshire, Gloucester- 
shire, Worcestershire and Staffordshire. There is one county borough — Coventry 
— ^in the geographical county. 

114. We received suggestions for enlarging Coventry and for adjusting the county 
boundary with Staffordshire (dealt with in Chapter I of this report), Leicester- 
shire and Worcestershire. There were also some suggestions, not pursued 
beyond the early stage of our investigations, for adjusting the boundary with 
Orfbrdshire, but as they did not reach draft proposal stage they are not described 
here. This chapter of the report is divided into two parts, the first dealing with 
Coventry, and the second with the county boundaries. 

Part 1. Coventry County Borough 

DESCRIPTION 

115. The city and county borough of Coventry lies in the middle of the geo- 
graphical county of Warwickshire between Birmingham (eighteen miles to the 
north west) and Rugby (twelve miles to the east). It is an historic city dating back 
to before the Norman Conquest, but its rapid growth as an industrial centre 
belongs to this century. The mid-1960 population was 291,000. Because of this 
modem growth, and because it has had considerable boundary extensions in the 
past, it is not as densely developed as some of the older county boroughs and it 
has not had to decant population into the surrounding rural districts, but as 
with most county boroughs there is a certain amount of suburban development 
in the rural districts on the fringe of the city (see Map B). 

116. Coventry was one of the original county boroughs created by the Local 
Government Act, 1888 when it covered an area of 1,500 acres. An extension 
Act of 1927 increased the area to over 12,800 acres and another in 1931 to its 
present size of 19,140 acres. The present rateable value is over £4-6 millions. 
The increase of population is expected to continue. The development plan 
estimated that the 1971 population was likely to be 336,000 allowing for planned 
immigration from Birmingham on a large scale but it is now thought that this 
figure wiU be reached by natural increase alone. 

COVENTRY’S CLAIMS 

117. Coventry County Borough Council suggested that most of Bedworth urban 
district, a small part of Kenilworth urban district, and parts of Rugby, Warwick 
and Meriden rural districts should be added to the city, thus increasing the 
population by about 36,320, the rateable value by about £429,000 and the area 
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by about 18,770 acres. Details of Coventry’s claim are given in Appendix 8 and 
the boundaries of the area asked for are shown on Map B, which illustrates the 
future pattern of development in these areas. 

118 . The council gave two general reasons for their suggested extensions. In the 
first place they contended that people and firms in the surrounding area who 
benefited from the amenities of the city should help to pay for them, and in the 
second place that the county borough council ought to have control over a 
reasonable part of the green belt around the city. They also drew attention to 
the large amount of land they owned outside their boundaries, particularly in 
the south, which they wanted to bring within the city. The areas asked for bv 
Coventry can conveniently be divided into three categories : 

(a) Bedworth urban district. 

(b) The land in the green belt which is in general undeveloped but which 
includes some settlements and some important factories. This land lies 
to the south and west of the city in Rugby and Warwick rural districts. 

(c) The developed areas on the edge of the city. 



(a) Bedworth Urban District 

119 . The county borough council submitted three main reasons why the greater 
part of Bedworth should be included in the city: 

(a) Community of interest — both areas had similar problems, and to include 
Bedworth in Coventry would benefit both places; it would in particular 
assist in the efiicient planning of the education service. 

(b) Continuity of development— Bedworth town was no longer a separate 
community but was now a natural extension of Coventry. 

(c) Services— absorption into Coventry would be the best way of strengthen- 
ing the local authority and improving the services in Bedworth. 

120 . The suggestion that Bedworth should become part of Coventry was 
opposed by Warwickshire County Council and Bedworth Urban District 
Council, who met Coventry’s arguments as follows: 

(a) Community of interest— there was no close affinity between Bedworth 
and Coventry. Bedworth people went to Nuneaton rather than Cov- 
entry for those things they could not get in Bedworth itself. 

(b) Ccmtinuity of development— there was a distinct break in development 
between the two places and Bedworth was in fact as near to the 
centre of Nuneaton as to the Coventry city centre. 

(c) Services-Bedworth Urban District Council had adequate resources and 
the services provided by them and by the county council were entirely 
satisfactory. Bedworth would not benefit from being absorbed by 

f ** unlikely that Coventry would in fact apply any 
ot their resources to improving Bedworth. 



121 . 'When we came to make our draft proposals we were not satisfied that 
^ in the town of Bedworth and it is 

council did not subsequently press this part of their case, 
am 1 ° eveloped as a mining settlement, but although in recent years colhery 
employment has been fairly static the population has increased, largely because 
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of the industrial stimulus from Coventry. The town lies between Coventry and 
Nuneaton about 4 miles from the centre of each. Between Coventry and Bed- 
worth there is a rather broken green belt, and there is continuity of development 
over the boundary at several points. Between Bedworth and Nuneaton the 
green belt is more distinct and is nearly a mile wide. Bedworth is big enough to 
•have a reasonable shopping centre but it is badly in need of redevelopment and 
plans have been made to do this. 

122 . Although there is some continuity of development between Coventry and 
Bedworth (see Map B) we did not find that it was on a broad enough front to 
bring the whole town within the scope of regulation 11 of the Local Government 
Commission Regulations. Most of Bedworth cannot therefore in our view be 
regarded as a continuation of Coventry’s town area. It is possible that if Bed- 
worth became part of Coventry it would benefit from the city’s experience in 
central area redevelopment and there might be some gain in convenience if 
the county as well as the district services were provided by one authority. But 
we are of the opinion that the services are already reasonably effective as 
administered by the county and the urban district council and we do not think, 
on balance, that there are sufficient reasons for forcing an amalgamation against 
the wishes of the inhabitants of Bedworth. 

123 . We concluded therefore that most of Bedworth should remain in the county. 
But there are three areas — at Nunts Park, Wilson’s Lane and Hawkesbury 
Lane — ^where development is more closely linked with Coventry than with the 
rest of Bedworth, from which the first two are separated by green belt. We 
suggested in our draft proposals that these three areas should be transferred to 
Coventry. Warwickshire County Council and Bedworth agreed with our draft 
proposal about the Hawkesbury Lane area, but while agreeing that the present 
boundaries in the other two areas were unsatisfactory, could not agree with our 
proposals. Bedworth thought that the Nunts Park suggestion was’ bad because 
it would upset educational arrangements and transfer too much green belt land 
to the city, and they thought a better adjustment could be made at Wilson’s 
Lane by transferring land from the city to them. We have looked again at these 
two areas, but remain of the opinion that there is a clear case under regulation 
11 for a boundary adjustment which will put them into the city. We have not 
been able to find a practicable boundary at Nunts Park that would transfer any 
less green belt land to the city. 

(Z>) Land in the green belt 

124 . Coventry based their claim to this land on three main grounds : 

(a) Planning control — a large urban authority should have a reasonable 
proportion of the green belt surrounding them within their own boun- 
daries and under their control as planning authority. 

(J) Ownership — the county borough council owned a large amount of the 
undeveloped land they were seeking to bring into the city. 

(c) Industry — ^there were several factories in the area drawing most of their 
labour from the city as they were branches of city firms. These factories 
had been built as a result of the shadow factory policy in 1938 and 
there was nothing Uke them anywhere else. Friction was caused between 
employees at these outside factories and those at the parent factories in 
the city because of the local custom of admitting as freemen of the city 
young craftsmen who had served as apprentices to industries in the city. 
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125. Warwickshire County Council and Warwick Rural District Council 
countered Coventry’s arguments as follows : 

(a) Planning control — ^it was better for the green belt to be under the planning 
control of the county council who could view it as a whole than under 
the control of the county borough council who were interested only in 
the immediate surroundings of the city. 

(b) Ownership— the principle that ownership of land by a local authority 
outside their area bestowed upon them an automatic right to boundary 
extensions should not be accepted, as it could obviously lead to absurd 
results where a county borough council owned property a long way 
outside the county borough boundaries. 

(e) Industry — the factors which had led to the establishment of industries 
outside Coventry applied generally to aU industrial centres, and the 
situation round Coventry was not unique. So far as freemen were con- 
cerned, there were other means of removing any friction caused by the 
local freemanship custom. 

126. As we have already explained in dealing with Stoke-on-Trent county borough 
we accept in general terms the proposition that a county council is a more 
suitable guardian of land in a green belt than a county borough council, whose 
problems are predominantly urban. We could see no case under the regiations 
for thinking that the estaltlishment of isolated factories in rural areas at a 
distance from the town provides by itself any reason for extending the town 
boundary so as to include them, nor were we given any evidence that to do so 
would make local government more convenient or more effective. Where land 
outside the boundary is owned by the county borough council we do not regard 
ownership alone as a vahd ground for boundary extension. 

127. In general, therefore, we have rejected this part of Coventry’s claim. But 
while we accept the general case for leaving green belt under the control of the 
county council this does not mean that we think that no land in a green belt 
should under any circumstances be included within a county borough; we have 
in fact found it desirable to include a fairly large area of green belt land belonging 
to the city at Baginton as part of our proposals for Bagintou village, and there 
are other places where we have found it necessary to include small areas of 
green belt m order to get suitable boundaries. 

(c) The developed areas 

128. Coventry thought that in order to tidy up the “urban fence*’ between town 
and country the developed areas on the fringe of the city should be included 
within their boundary. The main reasons they gave in support of this view were: 

(fl) Community of interest — the residents of these areas treated Coventry as 
their natural centre for shopping, work and amusements and cultural 
activities. The city had by force of circumstances had to spend a lot of 
money on building a new city centre, and all those who benefited from 
It should help to bear the cost. 

{b) Contimiity of development — the residential development in these areas 
was indistinguishable from that within the city and the present boundary 
was in some places highly artificial. 

(c) Services ^while so far as possible arrangements were made for people 
living in these areas to use Coventry services it was not always possible 
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to do this, and confusion and irritation arose in the minds of the public 
over what services were being provided by which authority. As an all- 
purpose authority Coventry were able and willing to provide all the 
proper local government services in the area which is centred on the city. 

129. The county and county district councils did not accept Conveutry’s conten- 
tions and said: 

(a) Community of interest— it was natural that Coventry, like every large 
centre of population, should attract the inhabitants of the surrounding 
areas for things such as shopping, but this was not a good reason for 
transferring the areas concerned to the city. 

(b) Continuity of development — the areas concerned had no affinities with 
the city, and the boundaries suggested by Coventry were no less artificial 
than the present boundaries. 

(c) Services — differences in administration were bound to occur wherever 
a local government boundary was drawn. 

Finally, and this was a point particularly stressed by the local organisations and 
other people who wrote to protest about Coventry’s suggestions, it was said 
that there would be a serious loss from the extinction of the parishes and the 
destruction of their social life with its rural character and rural institutions, 
and there would be no improvement to local government services. 

DRAFT PROPOSALS 

130. We looked at the built-up areas round Coventry in the light of the require- 
ments laid down in regulation 11 of the Local Government Commission 
Regulations and after meetings with the authorities and visits of- inspection to 
the areas in question it seemed to us that, as well as the three areas in Bedworth 
urban district which we have described in paragraph 123 above, the following 
areas were really part of the city: 

(a) Rugby rural district 

A small area in the parish of Binley. 

(A) Warwick rural district 

The residential development at Gibbet HiU, Green Lane, and the Finham 
Triangle in Stoneleigh parish and Coventry’s airport, with the industrial 
development north and east of it and the residential development at 
Tollbar End in Baginton parish. 

(c) Meriden rural district 

The residential development at Upper Eastern Green, Washbroofc Lane, 
Hawkes End and Keresley in the parishes of Berkswell, Allesley and 
Keresley. 

We therefore made draft proposals including these areas in the city, together 
with the village of Baginton itself, Coventry’s sewage disposal works, the golf 
course, and such other land in the parishes of Baginton and Stoneleigh as was 
necessary to secure a good boundary. 

REACTIONS TO THE DRAFT PROPOSALS 

131. All the authorities affected made written representations on our draft 
proposals, a.nd attended the conference at Warwick on 14th June, 1960 where 
they were discussed. Warwickshire County Council and Rugby Rural District 
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Counca did not object to our draft proposal for the small piece of land in 
Binley but otherwise our suggestions were not entirely to the liking either of 
the county and county district councils, who thought we were conceding too 
much to the city, or of the city, who thought we were not giving them enough. 
Coventry thou^t that it might be advisable to give them more land in the 
Binley Common area where, they understood, development was likely to take 
place; this however was denied at the conference by Warwickshire County 
Council. 

132. The strongest feelings were aroused by our proposals for the Baginton area. 
The county and county district councils thought that less land should be trans- 
ferred to the city, in this area on the grounds that the land concerned formed 
part of the green belt, the people living there did not want to live in the county 
borough, and the proposed transfer would have a serious effect on Warwick 
rural district. Coventry, on the other hand, thought that we should have drawn 
the southern boundary so as to carry out what they considered had been our 
intention of including within the city all the land they owned. 

133. The county council and Meriden Rural District Council did not admit that 
the parts of Meriden rural district we proposed to include within the city were 
in essence suburbs of the city: they considered that they were rural villages 
which had grown up and continued to exist independently of the city. Apart 
from their general objections to the principle of the proposed changes they 
thought that the boundary we had chosen at Eastern Green was bad in that it 
separated the parish church and village school from the community they served; 
and the same point was also made by Coventry. 

OUR PROPOSALS FOR COVENTRY 

134. After considering aU that was said at the conference we decided to alter 
our draft proposals for Eastern Green by including the church and the school 
in the area to be transferred to Coventry. 

135. Our final proposals affecting the county borough of Coventry therefore are : 

(i) That the following areas should be transferred to it from the admini- 
strative county of Warwick — 

(а) Bedworth urban district. The Nunts Park, Wilson’s Lane and 
Hawkesbury Lane areas. 

(б) Rugby rural district. A small area in the parish of Binley. 

(c) Warwick rural district. The residential development at Green 
Lane, the Finham Triangle, Tollbar End and Gibbet Hill, the 
industrial development and Coventry airport in Baginton parish, 
together with Baginton village, the Coventry sewage disposal 
works, the Coventry golf course and such other land as is necessary 
to give a good boundary. 

(d) Meriden rural district. The development at Upper Eastern Green, 
Washbrook Lane, Hawkes End, and Keresley in the parishes of 
Berkswell, Allesley and Keresley. 

(ii) That the following area should be transferred from Coventry to the 
administrative county of Warwick— 

(a) A small area of about 28 acres, at present undeveloped, alongside 
the proposed motorway. 
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(iii) That the boundaries of the areas to be transferred, together with other 
minor boundary changes, should be as shown on Map No. 2 and des- 
cribed in the schedule” contained in Appendix 10. 

REASONS FOR THE PROPOSALS 

136. The parts of Bedworth urban district and of Meriden and Rugby rural 
districts which we have proposed to include in Coventry are all areas which 
fall clearly within regulation 11. Development is continuous over the boundary 
and the areas are to all intents and purposes suburbs of Coventry having 
stronger links with the city than with the rest of their districts. Map B shows 
how these and other areas will be related to the city by 1971 when development 
in accordance with approved development plans has been carried out. 

137. Many of the reasons put forward by the county authorities for opposing 
Coventry’s claims were very similar to the arguments used against Stoke. We 
have included some general remarks on these matters in our final chapter. 

138. To the south of Coventry in Warwick rural district we had some difficulty 
in deciding what to do about the Baginton area. West of Baginton village the 
development at Gibbet Hill and Finham is indistinguishable from the suburban 
development just over the city boundary and we were clear that this should be 
included in the city. Similarly we had no doubt that to the east of Baginton, 
Coventry’s industrial estate and other industrial land, together with the suburban 
development at ToUbar End, belonged in the city. But Baginton village itself 
is not joined either to Coventry or to Finham. It is surrounded at present by 
open land and the county council wanted us to regard it as a village in the green 
belt. On the other hand at its western end it is separated from Coventry by a 
strip of land only one field deep which is used for Coventry allotments, the open 
l^d to the south-east of Baginton is used for such urban purposes as Coventry’s 
airport and refuse tips, and to the south-west is Coventry’s sewage disposal 
works at Finham; and while the original village has not yet been entirely 
submerged suburban development has taken place at Baginton and has spread 
west to within a very short distance of the Finham housing. We concluded that 
Baginton could not be regarded as a genuinely independent green belt settlement 
and that any attempt to exclude it from Coventry would produce a highly 
artificial boundary. For most of the county services Bagiaton is linked with 
Finham and can therefore be dealt with most conveniently by the authority 
responsible for that area. 

EFFECTS OF OUR PROPOSALS 

139. As a result of our proposals Coventry would gain about 1 1,000 in popula- 
tion and in area about 2,600 acres, compared with 36,320 population and 18,770 
acres which they originally asked for. They would gain rather more than 
£170,000 in rateable value. The loss of these areas should not adversely affect 
the admnistrative county of Warwickshire and the effect on the county districts 
is significant only in the case of Warwick rural district which would lose about 
17 per cent in population and 36 per cent in rateable value. The question 
whether the district as so reduced would still be viable is a matter for the county 
council, but we see no reason why they should not be able to make satisfactory 
arrangements as part of the county review. Meriden rural district, the next 
most seriously affected, would lose about 9 per cent of population and about 
5 per cent of rateable value, but it would remain a strong county district to form 
a buffer between Coventry and Birmingham. 
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Part 2. Minor Boundary Changes 

BOUNDARY WITH LEICESTERSHIRE 

140 . No Man's Heath (Tamworth rural district, Warwickshire; Ashby de la 
Zouch rural district, Leicestershire). (Map 1, Part 8). 

All the authorities were agreed that the county boundary should be amended 
so as to unite the hamlet of No Man’s Heath and put it entirely in Warwickshire, 
in which county the greater part at present is, and so as to remove an indentation 
of Leicestershire into Warwickshire a httle north west of No Man’s Heath. 
We made a draft proposal on the lines suggested by the two county councils 
and have incorporated it in our final proposals. 

141 . Stretton House (Rugby rural district, Warwickshire; Hinckley urban 
district Leicestershire). (Map 1, Part 10). 

Leicestershire County Council suggested that a small area of land round 
Stretton House in the parish of Stretton Baskerville should be transferred from 
Warwickshire to Leicestershire as development had spread to this area from 
Hinckley, whose council could more easily provide services for the people hving 
there. The Warwickshire authorities did not agree with the suggestion and 
continued their opposition when we had made a draft proposal giving effect to 
the l.eicestershire suggestion. At the conference in Warwick on 15th June they 
argued that when this boundary was considered in 1932 it had been decided 
that it would be wrong to separate Stretton House from its farm and it would 
be equally wrong to do so now. Leicestershire County Council supported the 
proposal, emphasising that the new development in the area was linked to 
Hinckley and had no connection with any development in Warwickshire: they 
did not think that it would be necessary, as the owner of the farm feared, for 
him to deal with the Leicestershire Agricultural Executive Committee if the 
farm house was transferred to Leicestershire. 

We understand that, if the farm buildings were transferred to Leicestershire, 
leaving the greater part of the farm itself in Warwickshire, it would not be 
necessary for there to be any change of agricultural executive committee and 
in the circumstances we think that the balance of advantage lies in making the 
change. We have made a final proposal accordingly. 

BOUNDARY WITH WORCESTERSHIRE 

142 . The Ridgeway (Alcester rural district, Warwicksliire; Redditch urban and 
Evesham rural districts, Worcestershire). (Map 1, Part 12). 

For a distance of about three nules the boundary between Warwickshire and 
Worcestershire runs along or close to a road known as the Ridgeway, so that 
the road itself and all the houses on the west are in Worcestershire and most, 
but not all, of the houses on the east are in Warwickshire; in some places the 
boundary runs through houses and other properties. Both counties at one time 
thou^t that some rectification was called for, Worcestershire proposing that 
the boundary should run to the east of the road and Warwickshire suggesting 
that if alteration were necessary it would be better that the boundary should 
run down the middle of the road. In our draft proposals we adopted the 
Worcestershire suggestion that, the boundary should run to the east of the road 
and chose a fine running in the main behind existing curtilages and a building 
depth away where there were no buildings. This was opposed by Warwickshire 
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County Council and Alcester Rural District Council; the former admitted that 
the existing line was bad but argued that it did not cause administrative incon- 
venience, and that the removal of so much rateable value from Alcester would 
have a serious effect on the rural district council's finances. Alcester themselves 
also stressed the financial effects of the proposal and suggested that, in the 
absence of agreement, the best course would be to leave things alone. The 
Worcestershire district councils said that the affinities of the people living to 
the east of the road were with the communities of Astwood Bank in Redditch 
urban district and Cook Hill in Evesham rural district and they pointed out 
that to the east of our suggested boundary there is open country for some 
distance. 

143. We agree that the existing boundary does not carry with it any major 
disadvantages, but neither would the change we have proposed do any major 
harm to Warwickshire or to Alcester rural district. The new boundary would 
unite small local communities which are at present split and by avoiding the 
need for duplication of services would make for more convenient and effective 
local government. 

Effects of Our Proposals on Warwickshire 

144. The changes that we propose for the administrative county of Warwickshire 
are that Solihull (in the special review area) should become a county borough, 
that Coventry county borough should be enlarged by the inclusion of parts of 
the surrounding county districts, and that a substantial part of Tamworth rural 
district should be transferred from Warwickshire to Staffordshire. The other 
changes we have proposed in the county boundaries are aU comparatively small. 
The administrative county as constituted under our proposals would have a 
population of about 480,000. The county as thus constituted would be of a 
convenient size that could effectively carry out all the functions and services 
required of it. 
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CHAPTER III. WORCESTERSHIRE 

Introduction 

145 . The administrative county of Worcestershire has a population of almost 
437,000 of whom 296,000 live in that part of the county in the general review 
area and about 141,000 in the special review area. The geographical county 
lies in the south west of the review area, and has common boundaries with the 
other four counties in the general review area and with Gloucestershire. There 
is one county borough within the geographical county — ^Worcester, which is 
also the county town. 

146 . We received suggestions for enlarging the county borough of Worcester, 
but, as with Burton upon Trent, we felt bound to consider whether it was large 
enough to remain a county borough, even with the proposed additions. Our 
conclusion that it would be better if Worcester became part of the administrative 
county means, if our recommendation is accepted, that it would be for the 
county council to decide at their county review whether the city boundaries 
should be extended, but we have made recommendations about certain areas 
which we think might be included within the city. These matters are dealt with 
in Part 1 of this chapter. 

147 . We also received suggestions for adjusting the boundaries with Warwick- 
shire (dealt with in Chapter II of this report); with Gloucestershire; Hereford- 
shire (dealt wth in Part 2 of this chapter); and with Shropshire (dealt with in 
Chapter IV). 

Part 1. Worcester County Borough 

DESCRIPTION 

148 . The city and county borough of Worcester grew up on the eastern hank of 
the River Severn but has now spread across the river. Much of the land near 
the river is liable to flooding and about one-sixth of the total area of the city 
is said to be undevelopable because of this. Worcester is the seat of county 
administration for the county of Worcestershire and lies roughly in the middle 
of the county. In the early seventeenth century it received a charter declaring 
it a city and county of itself and thus it became one of the original county 
boroughs set up under the Local Government Act, 1888, although its population 
was then below 50,000. The population did not pass 50,000 until 1924, just 
two years before the qualifying limit for new county boroughs was raised to 
75,000. Worcester is now in terms of population the tenth smallest county 
borough in England with a population of 64,000, a rateable value of £1,015,000 
and an area of 6,114 acres. The estimated 1971 population is 67,100. There 
have been three boundary extensions since 1888 — in 1914, when 477 acres were 
added to the city, in 1931 (1,732 acres) and 1951 (720 acres). 

149 . The industries traditionally associated with Worcester are the making 
of gloves and porcelain, but there are now a variety of engineering and alhed 
industries and as a county town and cathedral city Worcester is also an admini- 
strative and shopping centre and an attraction to tourists. 
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LOCAL AUTHORITY VIEWS 

150. Worcester County Borough Council suggested that the city should be 
enlarged to include parts of the four surrounding rural districts of Droitwich, 
Martley, Pershore and Upton upon Severn, thus increasing the population to 
66,700, the rateable value to £1,053,000 and the acreage to 9,921. Details of the 
claim are given in Appendix 9. 

151. As with suggestions from other county boroughs for extensions into the 
surrounding county districts, the areas Worcester wanted to take in can be 
divided into two parts — those where development has already taken place and 
those which the city council said were needed for future development. 

THE DEVELOPED AREAS ROUND WORCESTER 

152. The developed areas include the Severe, Commeadow and Blackpole fac- 
tory areas of North Claines parish in Droitwich rural district, Whittington village 
and Norton Barracks in Pershore rural district and Rushwick and Hallow in 
Martley rural district. Worcester argued that these were all in fact continuations 
of the town — ^the Blackpole factory was a continuation of industrial development 
on the city side of the boundary, and Severe, Commeadow, Whittington, 
Rushwick and Hallow were all dormitory areas for people who work in 
Worcester. There was admittedly a break in development between the city and 
Norton Barracks, but the affinities of the barracks were really with the city. 

153. Worcestershire County Council accepted that there was a case for boundary 
adjustment in the parish of North Claines and Droitwich Rural District Council 
agreed that the Commeadow area of North Claines might be transferred to the 
city. But apart from this both the county council and the rural district councils 
opposed the city’s claim, contending that while places such as Severe, Rushwick 
and Whittington might now be connected to the city by a ribbon of development 
which had spread out from it they had grown up independently of the city, had 
a separate life from it, and their development was best left to the district councils. 

THE UNDEVELOPED PARTS OF THE RURAL DISTRICTS 

154. Worcester said that they wanted this land, which lies in the main to the 
north and east of the city, for development. Their population had been increasing 
rapidly and would continue to grow: the development of the 720 acres added 
to the city in 1951 would be completed much sooner than had been expected 
and there was a shortage of land within the existing boundaries for housing, 
industry and open space, because so much of the laud was liable to flooding 
and so could not be built on. Neighbouring authorities had been reluctant to 
give planning permission for development in the areas adjoining the city; if 
these areas were included in the city they would be developed as neighbourhood 
units with not only houses but also industry, shops and schools. City services 
could easily be extended to them and as part of the city they would share the 
henefits of one-tier administration and have an easily accessible administrative 
centre. The boundary had been taken out to the line of the north-south motor- 
way and the proposed north link road, as these would provide well-defined 
boundaries for the future. 

155. The county council and the district councils were prepared to concede about 
400 acres of the parish of Wamdon in Droitwich rural district, which they 
considered should be sufficient for the city’s foreseeable needs, but otherwise 
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they were opposed to this part of the city s request. They said that the city was 
not at present fully developed and there was no reason to suppose that the 
population would expand at the rate the city council suggested. 

DRAFT PROPOSALS 

156 . When preparing our draft proposals we considered, as we had done with 
Burton upon Trent (see p. 23), whether Worcester should remain a county 
borough. It is larger than Burton but its population is very little above the 
figure of 60,000, which is the minimum figure for delegation as of right for 
health, welfare, education and planning functions, and the extensions proposed 
by the city council would not in our view have made any material addition to 
the population. If Worcester were to become part of the county it could hardly 
be argued that the county administration, whose seat is in Worcester itself 
would be remote and we concluded that the balance of advantage would lie 
in Worcester’s becoming a non-county borough in the administrative county 
of Worcestershire. We made a draft proposal accordingly. 

157 . Worcestershire County Council did not actively support our draft proposals 
They referred to the fraternal relationship which had always existed between 
city and county and to the help which the county had always been ready to give 
in running services for the city and they said that if we thought it right to alter 
the relationship the county’s paternal affection in the future would be no less 
strong than the county’s fraternal affection in the past. 

158 . The city council, as was to be expected, disagreed with our draft proposals. 
They referred to the long history of independent administration in the city and 
said that they ought not to be deprived of their county borough powers unless 
we could prove them to be inefficient by pointing to specific defects in their 
services. Like Burton they thought that population was not a relevant factor 
when considering whether an existing county borough should retain its powers. 
They also thought that we had stressed effectiveness at the expense of convenience 
and the other factors laid down for our guidance in regulation 7 of the Local 
Government Commission Regulations. The council said that neither Worcester- 
shire County Council nor anybody else had suggested that Worcester should 
cease to be a county borough, and the wishes of the inhabitants were against 
it. The city had a record of efficient and economical administration, no major 
adverse criticisms of their services had been made by government departments 
and the council were confident of being able to meet the demands of the future. 
They had already taken steps to fulfil the requirements of the Mental Health 
Act, 1959 and they had improved the staffing of their health department by 
designating one of the senior assistant medical officers as Deputy Medical 
Officer and appointing an additional full-time assistant. 

159 . The council did not regard delegation of powers from the county council 
as an acceptable substitute for full powers, even for the services where delegation 
was possible — and there were services, such as fire and police, where there would 
be no delegation. The loss of planning powers and of the right to make direct 
application to Parliament for boundary extensions would prevent Worcester 
from continuing to develop as it had done in the past. People living in Worcester 
had interests in common with people hving in the areas immediately outside, 
but they tended to work and play in Worcester itself and had little community 
of interest with the rest of the county. The couneil noted that we had made no 
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recommendation about these areas and they asked us to do so in our final 
proposals, so that their boundaries could be dealt with if it was in the end 
decided that Worcester should remain a county borough (see p. 47). 

160. The city council later decided to support their claim to boundary extension 
by an offer to accept overspill from the West Midlands conurbation and in 
July, 1960 they sent us a copy of a letter addressed to the Minister of Housing 
and Local Government in which they offered to take up to 40,000 overspill from 
the West Midlands. 



THE CONFERENCE 

161. Our draft proposals were discussed at a conference with the local authorities 
and interested organisations held at Worcester in September, 1960. The city 
council amplified the case they had made to us in writing. The main points they 
made, apart from emphasising once again their long tradition of independent 
administration, were; 

(i) They had no idea in what way the city’s services could be said to fall 
short. There had been no major criticism of any services by the govern- 
ment departments. 

(ii) While not admitting that the figure of 100,000 population was relevant 
to existing county boroughs, they pointed out that the regulations 
contemplated the existence of special circumstances which would allow 
a town with a population of less than 100,000 to become a county 
borough. The special circumstances which should operate to prevent 
the loss of Worcester’s county borough powers were that the county 
borough already had all the necessary resources and administrative 
machinery in action and a record of administration which apparently 
was not under criticism. 

(iii) We appeared to have given too much weight to effectiveness and not 
enough to convenience. The imposition on Worcester of the two-tier 
system would mean duplication of work and frustration. They felt that 
county council control could not replace local knowledge and they quoted 
the evidence given by the Ministry of Health to the Royal Commission 
on Local Government in Greater London in support of the view that 
over-large administrative units led to loss of the personal touch and 
difficulties of co-ordination. 

(iv) They thought that in a large and compact centre of population the most 
effective, economic and convenient unit of local government was a county 
borough. 

(v) The city would be fully built up by 1971 and an extension of boundaries 
was needed to provide for its continued growth. The reason why they 
were asking for so much land was that they had to go out to the line of 
the motorway and the northern Hnk road in order to get a well-defined 
boundary. But this would do no harm since Worcester’s distance from 
any other large centre of population made a tight green belt unnecessary. 

(vi) The council had passed a resolution agreeing in principle to accept 
overspill of population together with the appropriate supporting industry, 
up to a maximum of 40,000, subject to the necessary financial assistance 
being forthcoming. The object of this was not to bolster up the popu- 
lation of the city nor to preserve its county borough status; nor did it 
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make any difference to their boundary extension claim since the whole 
40,000 could be accommodated within the boundaries which the 
council had already chosen. 

162. The City of Worcester Executive Council, the Worcester Chamber of 
Commerce and the Worcester Trades Council spoke in support of the city 
council. The Executive Council did not agree that a population of 100,000 was 
necessary for an effective county borough but were in favour of the city’s 
claim for extension if the population had to be increased. The Chamber of 
Commerce thought that if the county council took over, planning would be 
in the hands of people without adequate knowledge of the city’s industrial 
problems. Both the Chamber and the Trades Council wanted the city to expand. 

163. The county council did not depart from the position that it was not for 
them to say whether or not the city should retain its county borough powers 
but they drew attention to the co-operation that already existed in many 
services — the county used city schools, there were joint ambulance and fire 
services and the county council provided some speciaHst health services. There 
were some joint arrangements for the police and one force for city and county 
might be better, although this could be achieved without reducing the city to a 
non-county borough. The county council also suggested that with their larger 
and more qualified staff they could help the city on planning problems. 

OUR PROPOSALS FOR WORCESTER 

164. We have decided to adhere to our draft proposal that Worcester should 
become a non-county borough in the administrative county of Worcestershire. 

The Basis of Our Proposals 

165. We have already in dealing with Burton upon Trent given our general 
reasons for attaching weight to population and for thinking that small county 
boroughs will in future find increasing difliculty in providing an adequate all- 
round standard of services (see Chapter 1, paragraphs 41 to 45). Worcester 
with a population of 64,000 is rather larg;er than Wton and is above the 
60,000 population at which a borough is entitled to claim delegation of services 
from its county. But it is not so far above as to make any material difference 
to our main argument — and we say this after making full allowances for the 
special circumstances put forward by Worcester of their record of administra- 
tion, financial resources and existing administrative machinery. 

166. Local government reorganisation does not depend on our finding neglect 
or failure in particular services to a degree which would justify default action 
by the government department concerned. We accept that by and large Worcester 
have carried out their duties as well as their circumstances allow. The question 
we have to consider is whether it is possible to improve the existing structure 
of local government and to create conditions in which services can be provided 
more effectively than now. Looking at Worcester and Worcestershire together 
we tMnk that there would be a gain to both if Worcester became part of the 
administrative county. Worcester themselves have in fact already recognised 
the advantages that size can bring by combining with the county for a number 
of services. They have joint arrangements for fire and ambulance services and 
there are some arrangements for mutual aid between the two police forces. 
There can be little doubt that there would, as the county council suggested, be 
further advantages in having a single poMce force for the city and county. 
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167. In education, and to some extent in health, co-operation between the two 
authorities has been of mutual benefit. The county council rely on the city to 
provide grammar school education for children from the southern part of the 
county; the city prepared their education development plan in consultation 
with the county council and they have given the county representation on the 
governing boards of their grammar schools. A new technical high school is to 
be built by the city which would serve the whole of the surrounding area. On 
the other hand the city share the county’s child guidance service, physical 
education organisers and open-air school for handicapped children. Places are 
reserved for city children in the county’s residential school for educationally 
sub-normal boys and the county council told us that the school they were 
planning for educationally sub-normal girls would be built with the city’s needs 
in mind. 

168. These arrangements for mutual aid have obvious advantages for both 
authorities and we do not suggest that in the circumstances they were not the 
best way open to the authorities of meeting the local needs. But we think that 
the effect of these arrangements, taken together, is to go well beyond the sort 
of co-operation which is normal between counties and county boroughs, for 
example, in dealing with the fringe areas around a county borough. They argue 
a degree of interdependence between city and county which in our view should 
now be recognised and given formal expression. The course of events since we 
began our review emphasises this interdependence and illustrates the way in 
which small authorities find difficulty in keeping abreast of present-day require- 
ments. It was only after our draft proposals were published that Worcester 
designated one of their assistant medical officers as Deputy Medical Officer and 
filled a long- vacant post of Deputy Education Officer. Later , the Mental Health 
Act, 1959 came into force and the city had to look again at their health service 
organisation. Once more, satisfactory provision was only possible in conjunction 
with the county; the city were providing an adult training centre which would 
take cases from the county, while they would place city children in the county’s 
junior occupation centre. Arrangements for home training had to be deferred 
until it could be seen whether there would be enough cases in the city to justify 
employing the necessary staff. 

169. The city council’s view is that for a large and compact centre of population 
a county-borough form of organisation gives the best balance of effectiveness 
and convenience. We should not, in principle, dispute this ; indeed it is one of the 
main premises of the White Paper. But put like that it begs the important 
question of size. We do not think that Worcester, with a population of 64,000 
now and 67,000 in the future, will be big enough by themselves to develop 
comprehensive progressive services, especially in some of the developing social 
services. Worcester themselves referred to the evidence given by government 
departments to the Royal Commission on Local Government in Greater 
London. Nearly all the evidence available to us from other local authorities, 
as well as from what departments told the Royal Commission, points in the 
direction of authorities substantially larger than Worcester for effective provision 
of the “county” services. The Ministry of Health for example said that speaking 
generally 100,000 was a minimum rather than an optimum for an authority 
running the health and welfare services. 

170. Worcester referred to the Ministry of Health’s remarks about the difficulties 
of co-ordination in very large authorities and said that the loss of convenience 
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if the city became part of the two-tier system would outweigh any possible gain 
in effectiveness. We do not believe this to be so. The remarks which the Ministry 
made in the context of Greater London would not apply to a medium-sized 
county like Worcestershire and with the centre of county administration in 
Worcester itself there could hardly be more convenient conditions for delegation. 
As the social services become more complex, demanding more specialised staff 
and a wider variety of institutions, we do not believe that their future develop- 
ment can safely be left in the hands of an authority the size of Worcester. The 
city by itself has too small a population and too few cases to support a full range 
of stalf and institutions ; it must either become more dependent on joint arrange- 
ments with the county or fall beWnd in the development of some of these 
services. On the other hand we are convinced that to include Worcester in the 
county would be to the advantage of both authorities and would create the 
conditions for more effective local government in the area as a whole. 

Overspill 

171. Worcester’s suggestion that they might take up to 40,000 overspill from 
the West Midlands did not form part of their original submission. It was made 
after the publication of our draft proposals and at the time of the Worcester 
conference it had not been discussed with any of the local authorities or govern- 
ment departments concerned. The city council were careful to explain that they 
were not moved by any desire to improve their case on population grounds for 
remaining a county borough, but we find it difficult to see any other reason for 
suggesting such a substantial increase in population. Their own explanation 
was that they thought the passing of the Local Employment Act, 1960, would 
make it more difficult in future to get consents for industrial development in the 
city, so that “in the interests of the development of the city” the council decided 
to explore the possibility of overspill. This leaves unexplained their reasons for 
wanting to stimulate the growth of the city beyond the expected natural increase 
in population. The future planning of Worcester is not a matter for us, but we 
would share the county council’s doubts whether Worcester could be expanded 
by nearly two-thirds and still retain its character as a cathedral city — and we 
believe that similar doubts are felt by at least a substantial minority in the city 
itself. Any great expansion of Worcester would also, it seems to us, involve 
decisions on nation^ poUoy for location of industry and preservation of agri- 
cultural land; and the council have made it clear that in any case they would not 
go ahead without Exchequer help. 

172. We find Worcester’s explanation of their overspill proposals unconvincing. 
The Housing Bill now before Parliament would, when it becomes law, enable 
Exchequer help to be made available. But with so many questions of policy still 
to be answered we do not think Worcester can be regarded as a sufficiently 
assured prospect for development on a scale and timing which would call for 
modification of our draft proposal that Worcester should become a non-county 
borough in Worcestershire. 



CONCLUSION ON WORCESTER 

173. Worcester is one of the original county boroughs created in 1888 and if our 
proposal was put into effect it would be the first to lose its county borough 
powers^. We agree with the city council that this is a serious step to take, but we 

^ Apart from some which have ceased to exist as separate authorities on absorption into a 
larger county borough area. 
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are convinced that it is in the best interests, of local government in Worcester 
and the snrronnding area. The eifect on the level of rates in Worcester would, as 
the city and county councils agree, be negligible. Nor would Worcester lose any 
of the privileges and dignities conferred upon it by its ancient charters ; it would 
continue to be a city and a county of itself with its own Sheriff in addition to 
the Mayor and other members of the Corporation. It would retain its Assizes, 
Quarter Sessions and Commission of the Peace. The practical effect of the 
change would be to re-allocate certain local government functions as between 
the city and the county. Care of children and the fire, poUce and ambulance 
services would become the sole responsibility of the county council. In the per- 
sonal health services, welfare, education and planning the prime responsibility 
would rest with the county council but the city would be entitled as of right to 
receive delegated powers, so that the personal touch on which the council set 
such value could be retained in the day-to-day administration of these services. 
The difference would be that the city would not have to try to cope with the 
services on its own as it does to-day but would have behind it the much greater 
capacity of the county. We believe that the inhabitants of both could expect to 
get better services in the future if the city and county were together for these 
purposes than if they continued separate. 

NOTE ON WORCESTER’S BOUNDARY 
174. We considered Worcester’s claim to boundary extension in the light of 
regulation 11 and of the representations which were made to us, and we recom- 
mend that whether or not Worcester remains a county borough the following 
areas should be added to the city: 

(a) Droitwich rural district 

(i) The residential development adjoining the county borough boun- 
dary at Commeadow Green, along Commeadow Lane and in 
the St. Anne’s Road-Gilmore Crescent area. 

(u) The Blackpole factory and the associated bungalows to the west 
of the railway. 

(iii) The land for development which the county council are willing 
to concede at Wamdon. 

(b) Martley rural district 

Development on both sides of the A.4103 road at Rushwick, other than 
that at Broadmore Green. 

The developed areas are to aU. intents and purposes part of the city, and most of 
the people living there work in the city and look to it as their centre for shopping, 
recreation and other facilities. The land at Wamdon should be ample for the 
city’s expected natural increase and redevelopment needs over the next ten to 
fifteen years. 

Part 2. Minor Boundary Changes 

BOUNDARY WITH GLOUCESTERSHIRE 
175. Broadway Hill (Evesham rural district, Worcestershire; North Cotswold 
rural district. Gloucestershire). (Map 1, Part 15). 

The two county councils proposed that there should be an exchange of land 
at Broadway HiU to eliminate the present wedge-shaped indentation of 
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Worcestershire into Gloucestershire and to take the boundary away 
^ghway. Cheltenham Rural District Council, whose district adjoins Broadw»f 
Hill, did not feel that there was any justification for a change in the bound ^ 
here but we made a draft proposal on the lines suggested by the county counrii? 
and as there were no further objections to this we haye included it in nnv « i 
proposals. ™al 

V16. Honeybourne (Eyesham rural district, Worcestershire; North Cot«„,nu 
rural district, Gloucestershire). (Map 1, Part 14). otswold 

The two county councils proposed an exchange of land so that the Gate Tnn 
wMch stands nght in the mddle of the village of Honeyboume, should b^brouZ 
into Worcestershire in which county the rest of the village is. We made I 
proposal accordingly, and now make it a final proposal. ^ 

177. Overiury and Beckford (Evesham rural district, Worcestershire- Chelten 
ham rural distnct, Gloucestershire). (Map 1, Part 16). ’ 

The two county councils proposed an exchange of land to move the 

iTw’' road maintenance and plantfi^coMro? 

and we made a draft proposal accordingly. Cheltenham Rural District 
suggested another Hne which they thought would be more suitable ?or S n™ 
boundary, and we have adopted this in our final proposals 

!■•»* 

Gloucestershire for inclusion in the borough of T^wLsburT as 

o’SLSS SSJVSf™?;! wl”'^ T i- 

County Council also pronosed that a i ^°roestershire and Worcestershire 
some iLd at Corse LShotld b tr SreTtol’^'t ““ 

the hamlet at Corse Lawn which Ta ~ div^dS hJ h T 

away from a hi^way 'md'S^to t° ™ove the boundary 

« i^rfitr >^-tey“« 
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Our draft proposal here, which we have incorporated in our final proposals, 
was the result of a suggestion, agreed by all concerned, that a small piece of 
land at Hatfield should be transferred from Herefordshire to Worcestershire to 
take the boundary away from the road to a clearly defined footpath. 

Effect of Our Proposals on Worcestershire 

182. The combined effect of our proposals for this review area and the West 
Midlands Special Review Area is that Worcestershire would lose Oldbury and 
part of Halesowen in the special review area, amounting to a population of 
about 65,000, and would gain by the addition in the special review area of 
Amblecote urban district from Staffordshire (population 3,000) and in this 
review area of Worcester (population 64,000) which would become a non-county 
borough. We have also proposed minor amendments to the boundary wth 
Gloucestershire in Pershore, Evesham and Upton upon Severn rinal districts, 
with Herefordshire and Shropshire in Tenbury rural district, and with Warwick- 
shire in Evesham rural district. 

183. We are satisfied that the administrative county as constituted under our 
proposals would, with a population of 440,000, remain a convenient and 
effective area of administration. The proposal for the city of Worcester should 
be of benefit to both the city and the connty : the amendments we have proposed 
for the county boundaries are most of them small but, by uniting commumties 
and removing other inconvenient boundaries, they should simplify administra- 
tion and thus make local government more effective and convenient. 
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CHAPTER IV. SHROPSHIRE 

184. Shropshire lies to the west of the review area on the Welsh border. There 
are no county boroughs within the geographical county, whose present popula- 
tion is 302,180, with an acreage of 861,800 and a rateable value of £3,311,000. 

185. We did not receive any suggestions for major alterations to the county, nor 
did we make any draft proposals that would so alter it. At its present size 
Shropshire is large enough to be fully elfective, nor are there any English 
counties that would benefit from being amalgamated with it. Shrewsbury, the 
seat of county administration, is the largest town in the county, but with a 
present population of 49,250 and an estimated 1971 population of 50,000 there 
was no question of its becoming a county borough. 

186. Our consideration of Shropshire was therefore confined to the boundaries 
of the county. We have already described in Chapter I the changes we propose 
for the boundary with Staffordshire : we describe below the changes we propose 
for the boundaries with Cheshire and Worcestershire, and a change we con- 
sidered for the boundary with Herefordshire. 

BOUNDARY WITH CHESHIRE 

187. HoUyhurst Wood (Whitchurch urban district, Shropshire; Nantwich rural 
district, Cheshire). (Map 1, Part 3). 

All the authorities were agreed that a small piece of land in this area should 
be transferred from Cheshire to Shropshire so that a road that at present runs 
through both counties should be brought entirely into Cheshire, and so we made 
a draft and final proposal to this effect. 

BOUNDARY WITH HEREFORDSHIRE 

188. Richards Castle (Ludlow rural district, Shropshire; Leominster and Wig- 
more rural district, Herefordshire). 

On the Herefordshire/Shropshire boundary there are two adjoining parishes 
with almost identical names, Richards Castle in Herefordshire and Richard’s 
Castle in Shropshire. The Herefordshire parish is cut nearly in two by the 
Shropshire parish, and the scattered community (it cannot really be called a 
village) spreads over both parishes. Shropshire County Council thought that 
the Herefordshire parish should be transferred to Shropshire. Herefordshire 
County Council thought that if the two parishes were to be united it would 
be better to transfer the Shropshire parish to Herefordshire. In our draft 
proposals we suggested that the two parishes should both be in Shropshire, which 
provoked a spirited opposition from Herefordshire County Council and Leo- 
minster and Wigmore Rural District Council. We still think that if the two 
county councils could have agreed on a proposal to unite the two parishes and 
to transfer them to one or other county it would have been desirable from a 
local government point of view to do so, particularly now that more local 
government services are reaching remote rural areas such as this. Nevertheless, 
we do not think that the advantages to be gained would compensate for the 
strong opposition that would be caused and our final proposals leave the two 
Richards Castles as they are. 
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BOUNDARY WITH WORCESTERSHIRE 

189. Tenbury Wells (Tenbury rural district, Worcestershire; Ludlow rural 
district, Shropshire). (Map 1, Part 11). 

Tenbury Wells is a small market town of about 2,000 population which for 
local administration is part of Tenbury rural district. It stands on the south 
bank of the River Teme, with Burford immediately opposite on the Shropshire 
bank and joined to it by a single bridge. Just over the bridge in Burford are 
Tenbury Wells railway station, the hospital and gas works serving the town, 
some factories and garages, an hotel and a number of houses including a new 
housing estate built by Ludlow Rural District Council. The population of this 
area is about 300. The industry in Burford, which has grown up round a war- 
time shadow factory, gives employment to people from both sides of the river, 
while Tenbury’s sphere of influence as a market town and business centre 
extends into the nearby Shropshire parishes. Worcestershire County Council 
regarded the development in Burford as part of the town of Tenbury Wells and 
wanted to include it in Worcestershire. Their first suggestion was that the whole 
of the area within Tenbury’s sphere of influence, comprising four parishes in 
Shropshire and one in Herefordshire, should be transferred. This was opposed 
by Shropshire County Council who thought that if there were to be any change 
at all it would be preferable to transfer Tenbury Wells to them, in wliich case 
the rest of Tenbury rural district might go to Herefordshire. Worcestershire then 
modified their original proposal and asked for only the built-up part of Burford 
itself and we made a draft proposal to this effect. 

190. Shropshire County Council opposed our draft proposal on the grounds that 
the development in Burford had grown up independently of Tenbury and the 
river was a barrier between the two communities; the people living in Burford 
were satisfied with the services they received from Ludlow Rural District Council 
and the county council and did not want any change. Worcestershire County 
Council on the other hand argued that the development of Burford would not 
have taken place if Tenbury Wells had not been there; the natural direction of 
Tenbury’s extension was into Burford, but development had been hampered 
by the fact that Burford was in another county. We agree with the view that the 
development in Burford is to all intents and purposes part of Tenbury Wells 
and we propose its transfer to Worcestershire. 
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CHAPTER V. HEREFORDSHIRE 

191. Herefordshire lies to the west of the review area, oij the Welsh border. 
There are no county boroughs within the geographical county, whose present 
population is estimated at almost 130,000. The development plan estimate for 
1971 is 133,000 and the county council now think this should be amended to 
141,000 in the light of the changes that have taken place since 1951 when the 
plan was prepared. The acreage is 538,924 and the rateable value at 1st April 
1960 was just under £1,300,000. 

192. We did not receive any suggestions for major alterations to the county, nor 
did we make any draft proposals that would so alter it. We did, however, receive 
many suggestions for altering the existing county boundary, and of these we 
adopted in our draft proposals those described in paragraphs 193 to 197 below. 

BOUNDARY WITH GLOUCESTERSHIRE 

193. The Hmtsham Loop (Ross and Whitchurch rural district, Herefordshire; 
West Dean rural district, Gloucestershire). (Map 1, Part 23). 

On the boundary with Gloucestershire there is a piece of land almost enclosed 
by the River Wye, just north of Symonds Yat, known as the Huntsham Loop. 
The county boundary cuts across the narrow neck at the base of this loop so 
that a small group of buildings on the riverside (comprising an hotel and five 
houses) are included in Gloucestershire although they can only be reached by 
road from Herefordshire. Gloucestershire County Council suggested that the 
boundary ought to follow the river and not cut across the neck of the loop. 
Herefordshire County Council on the other hand thou^t that the boundary 
should be adjusted so that this small group of properties should come within 
Herefordshire. We adopted this latter suggestion in our draft proposals and, as 
it proved acceptable to aU the authorities concerned, we have included it in 
our final proposals. 

194. Aston Ingham (Ross and Whitchurch rural district, Herefordshire; Newent 
rural district, Gloucestershire). (Map 1, Part 21). 

Herefordshire and Gloucestershire County Councils agreed that a small part 
of the parish of Aston Ingham in Herefordshire ought to be transferred to 
Gloucestershire, since development is taking place in this part of the parish 
and it will in any case have to look to Gloucestershire for schools and sewage 
disposal facihties. We made a draft proposal to give effect to this, and have 
incorporated it in our final proposals. 

195. Lea Bailey and Lea (Ross and Whitchurch rural district, Herefordshire; 
East Dean rural district, Gloucestershire). (Map 1, Part 22). 

Herefordshire and Gloucestershire County Councils agreed that an exchange 
of land in tMs area would make for a better boundary and would simphfy high- 
way adrmnistration. We made a draft proposal accordingly, which is incor- 
porated in our final proposals. 

196. Fishpool and Kempley (Ross and Whitchurch rural district, Herefordshire; 
Newent rural district, Gloucestershire). (Map 1, Part 20). 
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At Fishpool the present county boundary separates a small scattered 
community. Gloucestershire County Council • suggested an alteration to the 
boundary so that the whole community would be brought into Gloucestershire. 
At Kempley the present boundary results in a road that is otherwise entirely 
in Gloucestershire cutting across a comer of Herefordshire, and Gloucester- 
shire County Council suggested an adjustment of the boundary to bring the 
road entirely into Gloucestershire. Our draft proposals were designed to meet 
these points. Herefordshire County Council did not like the proposal for 
Fishpool because they felt it would complicate road maintenance in the area. 
This is not however an insuperable difficulty and while we think that it is 
desirable not to complicate road maintenance unnecessarily, we think it is even 
more important that communities should not be artificially divided. We there- 
fore think that our draft proposal should stand and have included it in our 
final proposals. 

197. Green Farm, Hailwood Green (Ledbury rural district, Herefordshire; 
Newent rural district, Gloucestershire). 

Our draft proposal here resulted from Gloucestershire County Council’s 
suggestion that the boundary should be altered to unite Green Farm with the 
community of Hailwood Green in Gloucestershire. It was pointed out to us at 
the conference, however, that the only person affected was the owner of Green 
Farm, who had no wish to be united with the Hailwood Green community, and 
that the existing boundary, which had existed from time i mm emorial, was not 
only the connty and county district boundary but also the boundary of the 
parliamentary constituency, the ecclesiastical parish and the diocese. In these 
circumstances we think it is better to leave things as they are and we are not 
now proposing any change to this part of the boundary. 

PROPOSALS 

198. We propose that the administrative county of Herefordshire should remain 
as at present constituted, with minor amendments, to the boundaries with 
Gloucestershire at the Huntsham Loop, Aston Ingham, Lea and Lea Bailey 
and Fishpool and Kempley and with Worcestershire at Hatfield — these are set 
out fully at Appendix 10. 

OOR VIEWS ON HEREFORDSHIRE 

199. Herefordshire had a population in 1960 of about 130,000 and the county 
council expect this to rise to about 141,000 by 1971. Although the services 
provided by the county council are, in general, as effective as the size and 
resources of the county allow we have little doubt that with a larger population, 
case loads and resources it would be possible in this area to develop more 
comprehensive services, especially in the health, welfare and education fields, 
mainly through the additional specialist and advisory staff and the wider variety 
of institutions of various kinds that a larger population would justify. In com- 
parison with larger counties Herefordshire are limited in what they can do in 
some of their services. 

200. The only English county with which Herefordshire might be amalgamated 
is Worcestershire. We were not prepared to consider the breaking up of the 
county and its transfer in fragments to other Enghsh counties. It was, moreover, 
outside our terms of reference to consider whether part or the whole of the 
county should be transferred to Wales. 

53 

Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



201. We have considered whether it would, on balance, be right in the interests 

of efiective and convenient local government in this area as a whole to join 
Herefordshire with Worcestershire. There would be some obvious administrative 
advantages in making these two counties into one of over 600,000 (taking into 
account the effect of our proposal to make Worcester into a non-county borough) 
On the other hand Worcestershire is large enough not to need further strengthen- 
ing and there would be difficulties for both counties in the matter of convenience 
Each is convenient, now, with the county town well placed at about the centre 
of the county, but the boundary between them is the natural barrier of the 
Malvern Hills and we think that a combined county administered from Worcester 
would be very inconvenient for most of the councillors, officers and ratepayers 
of Herefordshire. On the whole our conclusion has been that a single county 
covering the whole of this area would be so much less convenient than the two 
present counties as to outweigh the probable gain in effectiveness. We decided 
in these circumstances that the best course was to leave Herefordshire as it is 
apart from minor boundary changes. ’ 

202. We are satisfied that the minor alterations we propose to the county 
boundary would, by uniting communities or removing anomalies, make for more 
convenient and effective local government. 
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CHAPTER VI. GENERAL: 

COUNTY BOROUGH EXTENSIONS 

203. We have proposed no major changes in the structure of local government 
in this review area apart from the conversion of Burton upon Trent and Worcester 
from county boroughs to non-county boroughs, on which we have already 
given our general views. The changes we propose in county boundaries call 
for no special comments; except at Tamworth they are all of minor importance, 
each case has been dealt with according to the individual circumstances and no 
general principles emerge which are applicable to other cases. 

204. In dealing with county borough extensions however we are given particular 
guidance in the regulations about some of the more important matters we are 
to take into account. We have found, both in this review area and in the East 
Midlands, that the arguments used by the local authorities with reference to 
these matters have been very similar and we think that we can usefuUy make 
some general remarks on the views which have been put to us. 

POPULATION CHANGES 

205. The attitude of the counties and county districts to county borough exten- 
sions is understandably defensive. While we may have some sympathy with these 
feelings, we think a more balanced view is to be gained by studying population 
trends in recent years. 

206. In 1921 almost 42 per cent of the population of England outside Greater 
London lived in county boroughs, and just over 58 per cent in administrative 
counties. The figures were 11,500,000 and 16,100,000 respectively. Since then 
the number of people living in the county boroughs has increased by one million 
and in recent years has been virtually static at about 12,500,000. On the other 
hand by the middle of 1960 the population of the counties had increased by 
nearly six milli ons and this marked upward trend still continues. This means 
that of the total increase in population between 1921 and 1960, only 15 per cent 
went to the county boroughs while 85 per cent went to the counties, despite the 
fact that during that time successive boundary extensions added over 240,000 
acres and over 400,000 population to the county boroughs. 

207. Moreover, while the population of the counties and county boroughs grew 
at about the same rate between 1921 and 1931, the population of the counties 
grew six times as fast as that of county boroughs between 1931 and 1951, and 
since 1951 the whole of the country’s net population growth has gone to the 
counties. The result is that the county boroughs today have only a little over 
36 per cent of the country’s population and the counties have almost 64 per cent, 
and since the county boroughs as a whole have ceased to grow, their share of 
the total population is now steadily decreasing. 

208. The populations of the administrative counties and county boroughs at 
selected dates since 1921 are set out in the following table and illustrated in 
figure 2 (p. 57). In case it should be said that these population trends, being 
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restricted to England outside the metropolitan area, are not truly representative 
of the position in the country as a whole, the table and figure 2 also show the 
comparable trends for the whole of England, where the swing of the population 
balance in favour of the administrative counties is seen to be even more 
pronounced. 



The Division of Population between Administrative Counties 
and other Local Government Areas 



ESTIMATED POPULATION OF ENGLAND 



Year 


County Boroughs, 
Met. Boroughs and 
City of London 


Administrative 

Counties 


Englan 


d 


Numbers 


% 


Numbers 


% 


Numbers 


% 


1921 


16,700,000 


47-3 


18,500,000 


52-7 


35,200 000 


100 


1931 


17,200,000 


45-9 


20,200,000 


54-1 


37,400,000 


100 


1951 


16,400,000 


39-9 


24,800,000 


60 -I 


41,200,000 


100 


1960 


16,200,000 


37-6 


26,900,000 


62-4 


43,100,000 


100 



ESTIMATED POPULATION OF ENGLAND OUTSIDE THE METROPOLITAN AREA 



Year 


County Boroughs 


Administrative 

Counties 


England — Less 
Greater London 


Numbers 


% 


Numbers 


% 


Numbers 


7. 


1921 


11,500,000 


41-7 


16,100,000 


58-3 


27,600,000 


100 


1931 


12,100,000 


41-8 


16,800,000 


58-2 


28,900,000 


100 


1951 


12,500,000 


38*7 


19,900,000 


61-3 


32,400,000 


100 


1960 


12,500,000 


36-3 


21,900,000 


63-7 


34,400,000 


100 



Sources: 1921— Registrar General’s Statistical Review— Mid-Year Adjusted Population. 

1931— Census 1931— General Tables— Estimated Resident Population Mid-Year. 

1951— Registrar General’s Statistical Review— Mid-Year Estimated Home 
Population. 

1960— Registrar General’s Annual Estimates of Population— Mid-Year. 



209. In some of the older industrial centres, where the local economy is static or 
decUning, the reason why the county boroughs have faUen behind the rest of 
the country in population growth is that people have moved right out of the 
area to other more prosperous parts of the country. But from most county 
boroughs there has been a significant population movement to the areas 
immediately outside them. In so far as this reflects either the progress which is 
being made in decongestion and redevelopment in the older urban areas or the 
natural growth of an expanding local economy, such movement of population 
IS to be 'welcomed; but the result has been in many cases to obliterate existing 
boundaries and to produce large areas of suburban housing in the adjacent 
county districts which are physically indistinguishable from the county borough, 
and often unrelated to development in the rest of the county district. 
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Fig. 2. The Changing Division of Population between Administrative Counties 
and other Local Government Areas 



210. We jefer to these statistics not because we think there is any magic in them 
or that there is any theoretically right proportion at which we ought to aim but 
in order to show the nature and scope of the problem. We do not find it helpful 
to explain such large movements of population in terms of the personal feelings 
of the people concerned towards the local authorities in the area. It may be, as 
some county authorities have asserted, that some people have dehberately 
chosen county and rural district administration in preference to county borough 
administration, but without in any way wishing to minimise the importance of 
local government we do not think this is true of the majority. Most people have 
gone where they can get a house and garden, building being usually easier 
and cheaper on the outskirts of a town than it is nearer the centre; development 
has therefore spread outwards up to and over the county borough boundary 
wherever suitable land was available. The fact that some people find themselves 
on the rural district side of the boundary is in the first place rarely a matter of 
conscious choice. They may object to any change of local authority once they 
are there, but that is another question and one we shall deal with later. 

PLANNING 

211. We have not concerned ourselves with the question whether this develop- 
ment on the fringe of county boroughs was good or bad planning. Much of it took 
place or received planning approval before there were effective planning and 
compensation powers which could have prevented it and we see no point in 
recriminations about the past. Powers which are now available should make it 
possible in future to limit the spread of large towns, where that is thought to 
be desirable, and to ensure that development takes place only where the planning 
authorities want it. Our task as we have conceived it is to look at the situation 
as it is today and to provide sensible boundaries in the light of the regulations. 

REQUIREMENTS OF THE REGULATIONS 

212. A case could no doubt have been made, given a different approach, for 
taking the boundaries of county boroughs much further out than we have 
done for any of the county boroughs in our first two areas of general review; 
including in the town all the areas of existing suburban and satellite develop- 
ment and enough open land to provide for all future development needs. Our 
approach, however, is governed by the regulations and they do not lead to such 
a conclusion. Regulation 1 1 requires us in dealing with areas of existing develop- 
ment to consider first whether the areas in question are so built up as to be 
substantially a continuation of the town. This is a matter of fact and does not 
leave much room for dispute except to distinguish between ribbon development 
and development in depth. There may also at times be a question whether 
open land within the developed area on either side of the boundary constitutes 
a genuine break in development or is land used for some essentially urban 
purpose. Our decision on such points has been reached in each case after 
inspection of the area and discussions with the authorities. 

213. If we are satisfied that there is continuous development we then have to 
consider whether the area has closer and more special links with the town than 
necessarily arise from mere proximity, and finally whether there would be a 
balance of advantage in including the area in the county borough. The considera- 
tion we can give to future land needs is limited. We can under regulation 7 have 
regard to expected development, but it is not for us to settle future planning 
policy. Regulation 1 1 requires us when dealing with areas that are not already 
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built up to direct our attention primarily to such development as may be 
provided for in existing development plans or in planning permissions already 
granted. 

214. The effect of the regulations is therefore to exclude altogether some lines 
of approach to the problems before us, and they result, when applied to parti- 
cular cases, in limited adjustments to county borough boundaries. Needless to 
say they do not provide a set of ready-made answers to the problems of county 
borough extension. They must be applied in the light of the individual circum- 
stances. Nevertheless there were some points common to all the county borough 
areas; and among the questions which gave particular difficulty were those 
relating to the quality of services, special links, balance of advantage, wishes 
of the inhabitants and finance. 



SERVICES 

215. We have had many arguments put to us by county authorities about the 
quality of the services they can provide and by both county and county borough 
authorities on the relative merits of the one-tier and two-tier systems of local 
govermnent. We think that such arguments are largely beside the point. Each 
system has its proper place in the local government structure and all the local 
authority associations have agreed that the one-tier system is appropriate for 
large towns.^ The question we have to decide, looking at the town and its suburbs 
in the light of the regulations, is what really is, or will be the area of the town. 

SPECIAL LINKS 

216. It has proved difficult to get agreement on what constitute special links 
between one area and another. Some of the points which have been put to us 
are the journey-to-work pattern; the use of a town centre for shopping, enter- 
tainment and professional services ; the provision of sewerage, water supply or 
other local government services by one authority for another ; the building of 
council houses by one authority in another’s area and voluntary migration from 
the town to privately built houses in the areas around; as well as a variety of 
arguments based on history, tradition and social habits. 

217. This is not an exhaustive list, nor is it arranged in any order of importance. 
They are all points which have been seriously put to us by local authorities we 
have met - and all of them have been denied with equal seriousness by one 
authority or another. Some authorities have managed to deny them when 
resisting claims of other local authorities and to affirm them when putting forward 
proposals on their own account. It has been said that many of the points do no 
more than describe the kind of attraction which any big town has for a wide 
area around extending well into the true countryside; and that the logic of 
accepting such points would be to put Brighton into London and half the West 
Midlands into Birmingham. This however ignores the fact that the governing 
consideration under the regulations is continuity of development; there must be 
continuous development over the boundary, or the prospect of it, before the 
special links come into the picture at aH. We think that aU the points we have 
mentioned may be valid in certain circumstances but there is no one factor 
which is overriding or which applies in every case. It appears also that a borough 

^ Their agreement is recorded in the Appendix to the White Paper on Areas and Status of 
Local Authorities in England and Wales, Cmd. 9831. 
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or urban district alongside the county borough may have a life of its own in 
spite of physical continuity in a way that is not possible in the case of suburban 
development in a rural district. 

VILLAGE LIFE 

218. We have often been told that people on the fringe of the county boroughs 
live in villages and prefer a village way of life to town life. It seemed to us 
however that this argument lost much of its force by indiscriminate use ; and 
to describe large areas of typical suburban housing estates as villages was 
inapt, even if in some cases there had at one time been a genuine village. Most 
of the evidence which was put before us to show that such areas had a life of 
their own independent of the town seemed to be concerned with just the kind 
of local community interest which could continue without diminution if the 
area became part of the larger local government unit : it was not dependent on 
local government organisation. 

BALANCE OF ADVANTAGE 

219. The regulations contemplate that an area may be physically a continuation 
of the town and have special links with it, and yet be so important to the county 
that on balance of advantage it ought not to be taken into the county borough. 
For example, the county may sometimes need the proposed areas as a base 
from which to organise services for a wider area and we have found this to be 
relevant in some of the areas under review. But in general the balance of advan- 
tage is a matter which can only be decided in the circumstances of each local 
area and we have no other general remarks to make on it, except so far as it 
links up with the question of the wishes of the inhabitants. This is one of nine 
factors we are required to take into account under regulation 7. Many of the 
parish and district councils wanted to make the wishes of their inhabitants the 
sole test of whether or not there should be any extension of a county borough. 
To accept this would in many cases be to veto all change. We have had to take 
into account all the relevant factors, including the wishes of the county boroughs 
as well as the districts. Whatever our decision, some people are bound to feel 
that their wishes have been ignored; but in many cases, to have made no 
proposal at all would have been to ignore the wishes of an even greater number. 

FINANCE 

220. An important consideration in the minds of ratepayers in the rural districts 
was the financial effect of inclusion in a county borough, since the level of rates 
in rural districts is generally lower than in the towns. Some of those who spoke 
for the rural districts have suggested that this proves the superiority of rural 
district over county borough administration. We have not been able to accept 
that any such general inference can be drawn from the figures as they stand. 
The differences in rate burden seem to us rather to reflect differences in the 
problems facing county borough and rural authorities and in the existing basis 
of the Exchequer’s contribution to local finances. So far as our work is concerned 
the incidence of the rate burden, while it is one of the matters to be taken into 
account, must be regarded rather as a consequence of boundary adjustment 
than as a deciding factor. 

CONCLUSION ON COUNTY BOROUGH EXTENSIONS 

221. In the West Midlands General Review Area as a whole the effect of our 
proposals for extending the boundaries of Coventry and Stoke would be slight. 
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It would add a population of about 22,000 to the county boroughs, which 
represents an increase of just under 4 per cent. On the other hand the conversion 
of Burton and Worcester to non-county boroughs would add a population of 
about 114,000 to the counties. The proportion of people in this review area 
living in county boroughs would be just over 25 per cent compared with the 
national average in 1960 of about 36 per cent; and the counties could expect 
an increasing share of the total population in the future as a result of decentralisa- 
tion from the West Midlands conurbation. 



61 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS 

222. We now therefore make the following proposals: 

(i) The county boroughs of Burton upon Trent and Worcester to be 
converted from county boroughs to non-county boroughs in the admini- 
strative counties of Stafford and Worcester respectively. 

(ii) The county boroughs of Stoke-on-Trent and Coventry to be given 
boundary extensions as set out in paragraph 81 of Chapter I (Part 2) 
and paragraph 135 of Chapter II (Part 1). 

(iii) The county boundaries of Herefordshire, Shropshire, Staffordshire, 
Warwickshire and Worcestershire to be altered as set out in Parts 3 and 4 
of Chapter I, Part 2 of Chapter II, Part 2 of Chapter III, paragraphs 187, 
and 190 of Chapter IV and paragraphs 193 and 196 of Chapter V. 

(iv) The boundaries of the counties and county boroughs in the review area 
to be as shown on the 2^ inch definitive maps and further defined in the 
Schedules contained in Appendix 10. 
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Appendix 1 

{Footnote to para. 1 of General Introduction) 



Local Government Areas 



Area, Population and Rateable Value in 1960 of Existing 
Administrative Counties and County Boroughs 





Area 

(Acres) 


Population 


Rateable value 


Administrative Counties 
Herefordshire 


538,924 


129,820 


£ 

1,299,680 


Shropshire 


861,800 


302,180 


3,310,638 


Staffordshire* 


636,915 


516,620 


5,653,570 


Warwickshire* 


522,377 


417,400 


5,581,506 


Worcestershire* 


424,736 


295,900 


3,615,566 


County Boroughs 
Burton upon Trent . . 


4,219 


49,460 


720,261 


Coventry 


19,140 


291,000 


4,678,363 


Stoke-on-Trent 


21,209 


270,200 


2,914,110 


Worcester 


6,114 


64,490 


1,014,786 



* Excluding those parts of these counties within the West Midlands Special Review Area- 
Comparable figures for these counties as a whole are shown below: 



Staffordshire 


685,239 


970,800 


10,687,545 


Warwickshire 


558,707 


591,410 


8,243,085 


Worcestershire 


437,501 


436,530 


5,350,401 



Estimated Area^ Population and Rateable Value in 1960 of the Local 
Government Areas as Proposed 



Proposed Authority 


Area (Acres) 


Population 


Rateable Value 


Herefordshire A.C. 


539,100 


130,000 


£ 

1,300,000 


Shropshire A.C. 


862,200 


300,000 


3,305,000 


Staffordshire A.C. 


660,300 


630,000 


6,990,000 


Warwickshire A.C. 


537,600 


480,000 


6,590,000 


Worcestershire A.C. . . 


439,000 


440,000 


6,290,000 


Coventry C.B. 


21,800 


300,000 


4,855,000 


Stoke-on-Trent C.B 


23,300 


280,000 


3,015,000 



Notes : 

1. The data for Staffordshire, Warwickshire and Worcestershire relate to them in their final 
proposed form including our proposals for county districts in the West Midlands Special 
Review Area. 

2. The figures in this table are only approximations, but are of sufficient accuracy to demon- 
strate the relative sizes of these authorities. Estimated areas have been rounded to the nearest 
100 acres, populations to the nearest 5,000 persons and rateable values to the nearest £5,000. 
It is not claimed, however, that the figures are necessarily accurate within these margins. 

3. Population figures have been derived from the Registrar General’s published estimates for 
the existing local authorities for mid-1960. Figures of rateable value are derived from Inland 
Revenue returns in respect of existing local authorities for April, 1960. For both sets of figures 
we have had to make the best estimates we can (without being able to consult the local 
authorities) of the amounts involved where part only of an existing local government area is 
being included in a proposed area. 
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Appendix 2 

(General Introduction, para. 11) 

National and Local Organisations Invited to Submit Views on the 
Organisation of Local Government in the West Midlands General 
Review Area 

NATIONAL ORGANISATIONS 

Association of Britisli Chambers of Commerce. 

Association of University Teachers. 

Automobile Association. 

British Association of Residential Settlements. 

British Medical Association. 

British Red Cross Society. 

British Transport Commission. 

Church Commissioners. 

Commons, Open Space and Footpaths Preservation Society. 
Co-operative Union Limited. 

Council for the Preservation of Rural England. 

Federation of British Industries. 

Institute of Almoners. 

Institute of Civil Engineers. 

Institute of Community Studies. 

Institute of Highway Engineers. 

Institute of Housing. 

Institute of Traffic Administration. 

Institute of Transport. 

Library Association. 

Magistrates Association. 

Multiple Shops Federation. 

National and Local Government Officers Association. 

National Chamber of Trade. 

National Council of Family Case Work Agencies. 

National Council of Women of Great Britain. 

National Farmers Union. 

National Federation of Housing Societies. 

National Federation of Women’s Institutes. 

National Housing and Town Planning Council. 

National League of the Blind. 

National Playing Fields Association. 

National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children. 

National Trust. 

National Union of Manufacturers. 

National Union of Public Employees. 

National Union of Teachers. 

National Union of Townwomen’s Guilds. 

Queen’s Institute of District Nursing. 

Retail Distributors Association. 

Royal Automobile Club. 
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Royal College of Midwives. 

Royal College of Nursing. 

Royal Institute of British Architects. 

Royal Institute of Public Administration. 

Royal Institute of Public Health and Hygiene. 

Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors. 

Royal National Institute for the Blind 
St. John Ambulance Brigade. 

The Civic Trust. 

Town Planning Institute. 

Women’s Voluntary Service for Civil Defence. 

Workers’ Educational Association. 

Young Men’s Christian Association. 

Young Women’s Christian Association. 

LOCAL ORGANISATIONS 
Belmont and Hunderton Community Council. 

Bedworth and District Ratepayers and Residents Association. 
Burton upon Trent Executive Council. 

Burton upon Trent and District Trades Council. 

Burton upon Trent and South Derbyshire Chamber of Commerce. 
Bumtwood Memorial Institute. 

Cannock and District Council of Social Service. 

Cheshire River Board. 

Clun Burial Board. 

Coventry Council of Social Service. 

Coventry Executive Council. 

Coventry Trades Council. 

Dee and Clwyd River Board. 

East Shropshire Water Board. 

East Worcestershire Waterworks Company. 

Featherstone and District Community Service Council . 

Hereford Trades Council. 

Herefordshire Community Council 

Herefordshire County Agricultural Executive Co mmi ttee 

Herefordshire Executive Council. 

Herefordshire Parish Councils’ Association. 

Lillington Community Association. 

Littleworth Community Association. 

Market Drayton Water Company. 

Merseyside and North Wales Area Electricity Board. 

Merseyside and North Wales Electricity Consultative Council. 
Midland Federation of Trades Councils. 

Newport Burial Board. 

North Staffordshire Agricultural Association. 

North Staffordshire Trades Council. 

Oxfordshire Association of Parish Councils. 
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Ross Water Undertaking. 

Severn River Board. 

Shropshire County Agricultural Executive Comirattee. 
Shropshire County Committee of Trades Councils. 
Shropshire Executive Council. 

Shropshire Parish Councils’ Association. 

South Staffordshire Council of Social Service. 

South Western Area Gas Board. 

South Western Division of the National Coal Board. 

South Western Gas Consultative Council. 

Stafford North End Community Association. 

Staffordshire Parish Councils Association. 

Staffordshire Potteries Water Board. 

Staffordshire Rural Community Council. 

Stoke-on-Trent Executive Council. 

Stoke-on-Trent and North Staffs Council of Social Service. 
Stourbridge Citizens Advice Bureau. 

T.U.C. Midland Regional Advisory Committee. 

Trefonen Burial Board. 

Walton Community Association. 

Warwickshire Parish Councils’ Association. 

Warwickshire Rural Community Council. 

Wenlock Burial Board. 

Wimblebury Community Association. 

Worcester Executive Council. 

Worcester Good Neighbours Service. 

Worcester Trades Council. 

Worcestershire Parish Councils’ Association. 
Worcestershire Rural Community Council. 

Wordsley Community Association. 

Wye River Board. 
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Appendix 3 

{General Introduction, para. 1 1) 

Local Authorities and Interested Organisations Who Made 
Suggestions or Representations 

County Councils 
Cheshire 
Derbyshire 
Gloucestershire 
Herefordshire 
Leicestershire 
Oxfordshire. 

Salop 

Staffordshire 

Warwickshire 

Worcestershire 

County Borough Councils 
Burton upon Trent 
Coventry 
Stoke-on-Trent 
Worcester 

Borough Councils 
Hereford 
Leominster 
Ludlow 

Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Tamworth 

Tewkesbury 

Urban District Councils 
Bedworth 
Cannock 
Hinckley 
Kenilworth 
Kidsgrove 
Kington 
Leek 

Market Drayton 
Newport 
Redditch 
Stone 

Whitchurch 
Rural District Councils 
Alcester 

Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Bromsgrove 

Cannock 
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Rural District Councils (Continued) 

Cheadle 
Cheltenham 
Chipping Norton 
Clun 

Congleton 

Drayton 

Droitwich 

East Dean 

Evesham 

Kidderminster 

Ledbury 

Leek 

Leominster and Wigmore 

Ludlow 

Lutterworth 

Hartley 

Meriden 

Nantwich 

Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Pershore 

Repton 

Ross and Whitchurch 

Rugby 

Shifn^ 

Shipston-on-Stour 

Stafford 

Stone 

Stratford-on-Avon 
Tam worth 
Tenbury 
Tutbury 

Upton upon Severn 
Warwick 
Weobley 
West Dean 

Chambers of Commerce 
Bromyard and District 
Ludlow and District 
North Staffordshire 
Worcester 

Chambers of Trade 
Coventry Trades Council 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Chamber of Trade 
North Staffordshire Trades Council 
Newcastle (Staffs) and District Trades Council 

Communist Party 

Midlands District Committee 
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Conservative and Unionist Associations 
Meriden 

Newcastle-under-Lyme 
Rough Close 

Rough Hayes Womens’ Unionist Association 

Stafford and Stone 

Trentham 

Women’s Divisional Council, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Council for Preservation of Rural England 
Staffordshire 

Drainage Board 

Birmingham Tame and Rea District 

Executive Councils — National Health Service 
Burton upon Trent 
Coventry 
Herefordshire 
Stoke-on-Trent 

Stoke-on-Trent Local Medical Committee (B.M.A.) 

Worcester 

Labour Party 
Branston 

West Midlands Regional Council 

Natioruil Farmers Union 
Cheshire 
Herefordshire 
Staffordshire 
Worcestershire 

Parish Councils 
AQesley 

Ansty (through Rugby R.D.C.) 

Anslow 

Balterley Parish Meeting 
Barlaston 

Barton-under-Needwood 

BerksweU 

Bihley (through Rugby R.D.C.) 

Bockleton Parish Meeting 

Bickmarsh Parish Meeting (through Worcestershire Parish Councils Assoc.) 

Brandon and Bretford 

Branston 

Bredon 

Chebsey 

Church Lawton 

CKfton upon Dunsmore 

Corley 
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Parish Councils (Continued) 

Dunstall 

Dunchuroh and Withybrook (through Rugby R.D.C.) 

Eccleshafl 

Eldersfield 

Forton 

Fulford 

Hilderstone 

Inkberrow (through Worcestershire Parish Councils Assoc.) 

Keresley 

Kinlet 

Mucklestone 

North Claines 

Norton-juxta-Kempsey 

Norton in the Moors 

Outwoods 

Powick 

Richards Castle (Herefordshire) 

Richard’s Castle (Shropshire) 

Ryton-on-Dunsmore 

St. John in Bedwardine 

St. Peter the Great County Parish Meeting 

Samhoume 

Sandon 

Shilton (through Rugby R.D.C.) 

Standon 

Stone Rural 

Stretton 

Studley 

Suckley 

Swindon 

Swynnerton 

Tatenhill 

Tenhury (through Worcestershire Parish Councils Assoc.) 

Upper Arley 
■\\^ttington 

Woore (through Shropshire Parish Councils Assoc.) 

Yoxall 

Parish Councils Associations 
Herefordshire 
Oxfordshire 
Shropshire 
Staffordshire 
Worcestershire 

Ratepayers and Residents Associations and other local organisations 
Ash Green and District Ratepayers Association 
Bedworth and District Ratepayers and Residents Association 
Brandon Woods Ratepayers Association 
Brandon Woods Townswomen’s Guild (through Rugby R.D.C.) 
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Ratepayers and Residents Associations and other local organisations (Cntd.) 
Butterton Millstone Green Youth Club 
Butterton Mothers’ Union 
Cannock and District Council of Social Service 
H. Farr and Son Limited, Newcastle-under-Lyme 
Forest Road Allotment Holders Association, Burton upon Trent 
Henhurst and District Recreation Club Limited, Burton upon Trent 
Herefordshire Community Council 
Magistrates Association, Newcastle-under-Lyme 
National Trust Local Advisory Committee, Stoke-on-Trent 
National Union of Townswomen’s Guilds 
Rough Close and Cocknage Village Committee 

Royal Institute of British Architects, Birmingham and Five Counties Archi- 
tectural Association 

Staffordshire Rural Community Council 

Town Planning Institute 

Trustees of late Duke of Sutherland 

Women’s Gas Federation, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Women’s Voluntary Service for Civil Defence, Tutbury 

Worcestershire Rural Community Council 

Wythall Ratepayers and Residents Association (through Wythall Parish 
Council in Bromsgrove R.D.) 

Schools and Teachers 

National Union of Teachers, Headquarters 
National Union of Teachers, Newcastle-under-Lyme 
Orme County Secondary Boys’ School 
Westlands County Secondary Girls’ School 

Women’s Institutes 
Anslow 

Baddeley Green 

Baginton 

Berkswich 

Bilbrook 

Branston 

Broughton 

Denstone 

Essington 

Hanchurch and District 

Kinver 

Lower Penn 

RoUeston 

Rough Hayes 

Rushton 

Stretton and Clay Mills 

Swynnerton 

Tatenhill and Dunstall 

Tutbury 

Whittington 

YoxaU 
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Appendix 4 

{General Introduction, para. 13) 

Local Authorities and Interested Organisations Who Made Representations 
on our Draft Proposals 



County Councils 
Cheshire 
Herefordshire 
Leicestershire 
Salop 

Staffordshire 

Warwickshire 

Worcestershire 

County Borough Councils 
Burton upon Trent 
Coventry 
Stoke-on-Trent 
Worcester 

Borough Councils 
Kidderminster 
Ludlow 
Tamworth 

Urban District Councils 
Bedworth 
Biddulph 
Caimock 
Hinckley 
Kidsgrove 
Newport 
Stone 

Swadlincote 

Whitchurch 

Rural District Councils 
Alcester 

Ashhy-de-la-Zouch 

Atherstone 

Cannock 

Cheadle 

Cheltenham 

Congleton 

Drayton 

East Dean 

Evesham 

Gloucester 

Ledhury 
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Rural District Councils (Continued) 

Leek 

Leominster and Wigmore 

Ludlow 

Meriden 

Nantwich 

Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Repton 

Rugby 

Shifnal 

Stafford 

Stone 

Tamworth 

Tenbury 

Tutbury 

Upton upon Severn 

Warwick 

West Dean 

Chambers of Commerce 
Ludlow and District 
North Staffordshire 
Worcester 

Conservative and Unionist Associations 
Meriden 

Stafford and Stone 

Council for the Preservation of Rural England 
Staffordshire 

Executive Councils — National Health Service 
Burton upon Trent 
Coventry 
Staffordshire 
Worcester 

Joint Committees of the Four Secondary Associations 
Burton upon Trent 
Staffordshire 

National Council of Women 
Malvern and Worcester 

National Farmers Union 
Eccleshall and Stone 
Warwickshire 

N.A.L.G.O. 

Worcester 
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Parish Councils 
AUesley 
Anslow 
Baginton 
Bagnall 

Barton-under-Needwood 

Barlaston 

Binley 

Branston 

Bretby 

Burford (through Shropshire Parish Councils Association) 

Castle Gresley 

Chaceley 

Church Lawton 

Coton-in-the-Elms 

Drakelow Parish Meeting 

Dumbleton 

Dunstall 

Forthampton 

Forton 

Fulford 

Hartshome 

Keresley 

Linton 

Much Marcle 

Netherseale 

Newton Solney 

Norton 

Outwoods 

Overseal 

Repton 

Richard’s Castle, Shropshire (through Shropshire Parish Councils Association) 
RoUeston 

Sheriffhales (through Shropshire Parish Councils Association) 

Stone Rural 

Stoneleigh 

Stretton 

Sutton-on-Tern (through Shropshire Parish Councils Association) 

Wilhngton 

Woodville 

Woore (through Shropshire Parish Councils Association) 

Yoxall 



Ratepayers Associations 

Ash Green and District Ratepayers Association 
Brandon Woods Ratepayers Association 
Finharu Residents Association 
Rough Close and Cocknage Boundaries Committee 
Worcester Ratepayers Association 
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River Boards 
Dee and Clwyd 

Schools and Teachers 

Association of Teachers in Technical Institutions 

Eastern Green Church of England Infants School 

Finham County Junior and Infants School Parent-Teacher Association 

National Union of Teachers, Worcester 



Trades Councils 
Coventry 
Worcester 



Women^s Institutes 
Baddeley Green 
Baginton 
Branston 
Derbyshire 
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Appendix 5 

{General Introduction, para. 14) 

Authorities and Organisations Represented at the Conferences 
Stafford — 31st May, 1960 

Local Authorities 
Cheshire County Council 
Salop County Council 
Staffordshire County Council 
Warwickshire County Council 

Tamworth Borough Council 

Kidsgrove Urban District Council 
Market Drayton Urban District Council 
Newport Urban District Council 

Atherstone Rural District Council 
Congleton Rural District Council 
Drayton Rural District Council 
Lichfield Rural District Council 
Nantwich Rural District Council 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Rural District Council 
Stafford Rural District Council 
Tamworth Rural District Council 

Other Organisations 
Federation of British Industries 

National Association of Local Government Officers 
National Union of Teachers 

Midlands District Coirunittee — Communist Party 

Shropshire Parish Councils Association 
Staffordshire Parish Councils Association 

Warwickshire National Farmers Union 

Warwickshire Parish Councils Association 

West Midlands Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations 

Stafford — 1st June, 1960 

Local Authorities 
Staffordshire County Council 
Stoke-on-Trent County Borough Council 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Borough Council 

Cheadle Rural District Council 
Leek Rural District Council 
Stone Rural District Council 
Newcastle-under-Lyme Rural District Council 
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Parish Councils and Parish Councils' Associations 

Staffordshire Parish Councils Association 

Bagnall Parish Council 
Barlaston Parish Council 
CaverswaU Parish Council 
Fulford Parish Council 
Norton-in-the-Moors Parish Council 
Stone Rural Parish Council 

Other organisations 

Federation of British Industries 

Midlands District Committee — Communist Party 

National Association of Local Government Officers 
National Union of Teachers 
North Staffordshire Architectural Association 
North Staffordshire Chamber of Trade 

West Midlands Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations 
Warwick — 14th June, 1960 

Local Authorities 

Warwickshire County Council 
Coventry County Borough Council 
Bedworth Urban District Council 
Kenilworth Urban District Council 
Meriden Rural District Council 
Rugby Rural District Council 
Warwick Rural District Council 



Parish Councils and Parish Councils Associations 

AUesley Parish Council 

Baginton Parish Council 

Binley Parish Council 

Keresley Parish Council 

Stoneleigh Parish Council 

Warwickshire Parish Councils’ Association 



Other organisations 

Coventry Executive Council — ^National Flealth Service 

Finham Residents’ Association 

Midlands District Committee — Communist Party 

National Union of Teachers 

Warwickshire Branch, National Farmers Union 

West Midlands Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations 
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Warwick — 15 th June, I960 

Local Authorities 

Gloucestershire County Council 
Leicestershire County Council 
Warwickshire County Council 
Worcestershire County Council 
Redditch Urban District Council 
Alcester Rural District Council 
Evesham Rural District Council 



Interested Organisations 

Warwickshire Parish Councils* Association 



Hereford — 16th June, 1960 

Local Authorities 

Gloucestershire County Council 
Herefordshire County Council 
Salop County Council 
Worcestershire County Council 

Tewkesbury Borough Council 

Cheltenham Rural District Council 

Leominster and Wigmore Rural District Council 

Ludlow Rural District Council 

Newent Rural District Council 

Ross and Whitchurch Rural District Council 

Tenbury Rural District Council 

Upton upon Severn Rural District Council 



Interested Organisations 

Herefordshire Parish Councils Association 
Shropshire Parish Councils Association 

National Union of Teachers 

West Midlands Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations 



Worcester — 13th September, 1960 

Local Authorities 

Worcestershire County Council 
Worcester County Borough Council 
Droitwich Rural District Council 
Martley Rural District Council 
Pershore Rural District Council 
Upton upon Severn Rural District Council 
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Parish Councils and Parish Councils' Associations 
Hallow Parish Council 
North Claines Parish Council 
Norton-juxta-Kempsey Parish Council 
St. John in Bedwardine (County) Parish Council 
St. Peter the Great (County) Parish Meeting 
Whittington Parish Council 
Worcestershire Association of Parish Councils 



Other Organisations 

City of Worcester Executive Council — ^National Health Service 
National Union of Teachers 

West Midlands Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations 
Worcester Chamber of Commerce 



Stafford— 19th-20th September, 1960 

Local Authorities 

Derbyshire County Council 

Staffordshire County Council 

Burton upon Trent County Borough Council 

Swadlincote Urban District Council 

Repton Rural District Council 

Tutbury Rural District Council 

Parish Councils and Parish Councils’ Associations 
Anslow Parish Council 
Branston Parish Council 
Bretby Parish Council 
Castle Gresley Parish Council 
Cauldwell Parish Council 
Drakelow Parish Council 
Hartshome Parish Council 
Linton Parish Council 
Newton Solney Parish Council 
Outwoods Parish Council 
RoUeston Parish Council 
Stretton Parish Council 
WoodviUe Parish Council 
Derbyshire Association of Parish Councils 
Staffordshire Association of Parish Councils 



Other Organisations 

Burton upon Trent Executive Council — ^National Health Service 
Burton upon Trent Trades Council 
National Union of Teachers 

West Midlands Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations 
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Appendix 6 

(Ch. I., Pt. \,para. 24) 



Burton upon Trent County Borough Council's Proposals 
Burton upon Trent County Borough Council originally proposed that the county 
borough should be extended by the addition of the following areas : 



County District and Parish 


Acreage 


Poptilation 


Rateable Value 








£ 


Tutbury R.D.: — 








Anslow (part) 


415 


250 


1,368 


Branston 


2,457 


2,333 


56,901 


Outwoods 


1,045 


2,259 


20,574 


Stretton 


1,247 


2,174 


24,316 


Total 


5,164 


7,016 


103,159 



After our draft proposals were published the County Borough Council submitted 
revised proposals as follows: 



County District and Parish 


Acreage 


Population 


Rateable Value 


Swadlincote U.D. 


3,754 


19,710 


£ 

176,978 


Repton R.D. : — 








Drakelow 


1,884 


396 


3,717 


Bretby 


2,287 


947 


13,803 


Newton Solney 


1,865 


508 


2,953 


Woodville 


460 


2,400 


21,436 


Hartshome (part) 


2,260 (Est) 


3,400 


23,500 (Est) 


Castle Gresley 


633 


1,402 


13,786 


Linton 


966 


2,252 


10,408 


Caldwell 


1,055 


97 


820 


Electricity and Gas hereditaments . . 


— 


— 


65,128 (Est) 


Tutbury R.D. : — 








Anslow (part) 


853 (Est) 


233 (Est) 


2,091 (Est) 


Branston 


2,457 


2,462 


58,167 


Outwoods 


1,045 


2,220 


24,608 


Rolleston 


1,507 


1,684 


14,199 


Stretton 


1,247 


2,166 


34,229 


Electricity and Gas hereditaments . . 


— 


— 


4,578 (Est) 


Total 


22,273 


39,877 


470,401 
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Appendix 7 

(Ch. /, Pt. 2, para. 62) 



Stoke-on-Trent County Borough Council’s Proposals 



Stoke-on-Trent County Borough Council proposed that the county borough 
should be extended by the addition of the following areas ; 



County District and Parish 


Acreage 


Population 


Rateable Value 


Newcastle-under-Lyme M.B. 


8,882 


74,200 


£ 

721,854 


Leek R.D. — 








Norton-in-the-Moors 


2,630 


8,296 


53,754 


Bagnall (part) 


42 


260 


Cheadle R.D. — 








Caverswall (part) 


2,005 


5,400 


46,100 


Forsbrook (part) 


43 


190 


1,250 


Stone R.D. — 








Barlaston . . 


2,887 


2,429 


33,650 


Fulford (part) 


1,412 


2,350 


23,850 


Stone O^art) 


3,714 


840 


6,250 


Swynnerton (part) 


3,097 


1,950 


25,600 


Newcastle-under-Lyme R.D. — 








Whitmore (part) 


520 


50 


300 


Total . . 


25,232 


95,965 


912,608 



81 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



Appendix 8 

{Ch. II, Pt. 1, para. 117) 



Coventry County Borough Council’s Proposals 



Coventry County Borough Council proposed that the county borough should 
be extended by the inclusion of the following areas : 



County District and Parish 


Acreage 


Population 


Rateable Value 


Bedworth U.D. (part) 


4,024 


24,500 


£ 

223,500 


Kenilworth U.D. (part) 


19 


50 


400 


Meriden R.D. — 


2,539 


4,800 


49,700 


AUesley (part) 


— 


1,100 


lljoo 


Berkswell (part) 


(830) 


(2,543) 

300 


(20,488) 

3,300 


Corley (part) 


(573) 


(269) 


(4,111) 

500 


Kereslcy 


(26) 


(3) 


(27) 


— 


3,400 


34,200 


Rugby R.D. — 


(1,024) 


(3,558) 


(37,358) 


6,579 


2,170 


52,500 


Ansty (part) 


— 


50 


400 


Binley 


(1,224) 


(155) 


(862) 


— 


1,400 


12,000 


Brandon and Bretford (part) 


(865) 


(1,630) 

10 


(14,260) 

100 


Coombe Fields (part) 


(826) 


(17) 

10 


(4,417) 

11,400 


Ryton-on-Dunsmore (part) 


(2,872) 


(135) 

700 


(22,585) 

28,600 


Shilton (part) 


(1,090) 


(1,010) 


(47,419) 


Warwick R.D. — 


(24) 

5,603 


(50) 

4,800 


(268) 

103,200 


Baginton 


— 


800 


38^900 


Stoneleigh (part) 


(2,018) 


(892) 

4,000 


(50,545) 

64,300 




(3,614) 


(4,243) 


(67,541) 


Total 


18,764 

(19,029) 


36,320 

(39,055) 


429,300 

(493,781) 



Note: The figures in parentheses represent the estimates of the district councils concerned 
and are shown underneath those of Coventry County Borough Council which are 
approximations only; where the county district figures only are shown Coventry 
County Borough Council did not provide any. 
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Appendix 9 

{Ch. Ill, Pt. 1, para. ISO) 

Worcester County Borough Council’s Proposals 



Worcester County Borough Council proposed that the county borough should 
be extended by the addition of the following areas: 



County District and Parish 


Acreage 


Population 


Rateable Value 


Droitwich R.D. (part) 


1,917 


1,220 


£ 

17,292 


Martley R.D. — 








Rushwick 


614 


885 


9,624 


Hallow (including Ambrose Farm) 


192 


124 


Pershore R.D. (part) 


1,037 


483 


11,456 


Upton upon Severn R.D. (part) 


47 


— 


— 


Total . . 


3,807 


2,712 


38,372 
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_ , , Appendix 10 

general Introduction^ para. 18) 

Schedule Defining the Proposed Boundaries as Shown 
on the 2^ inch Scale Definitive Maps 

Map No. 1 Proposed Alteration of the Areas of Administrative Counties. 
Map No. 2 County Borough of Coventry. Proposed Alteration of Area 
Map No. 3 County Borough of Stoke-on-Trent. Proposed Alteration of 



rae twenty-toee parts forramg Map No. 1 are numbered consecutively from 
north to south over the Review Area and the areas covered by am 

shown on Map A accompanying this Report. ^ ® 

bc^nX!roSS 

Nos- 2 and 3 are similarly divided 
boundanes being lettered from an appropriate 
northerly point round each county borough in a clockwise directiom^ ^ 

an?wMcrthemfom*Le^^^^^ “ doubt, 

fl f by a special recommendation regarding their 

an asterisk ™ Introduction, paragraph 18) are marked by 



The proposed boundary follows; 



Pari I: 
A-B 

B-C 

C-D 

D-E 

E-F 

F-G 

G-H 

H-I 

Part 2: 
A-B 
B-C 
C-D 
D-E 
E-F 
F-G 
G-H 
H-I 
I -J 



Map No. 1 

S^^'jif^oad" “ 

Footpath; eastern boundary of aqueduct. 

Line 220 feet north of the centre of Liverpool Road ; field boundary 
Existmg county boundary. nounaary. 

Line 220 feet south of the centre of the road. 

Field boundanes; edge of old quarry; eastern boundary of road 
Existmg county boundary. ^ 

Eastern boundary of road. 

Eastern boundary of road. 

Field boundaries. 

Existing county boundary. 

Field boundaries. 

Existing county boundary. 

Watercourse; field boundaries. 

Eastern boundary of railway. 
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Part 3: 


Southern boundary of road. 


Part 4: 


Field boundary. 


Part 5: 


Centre of River Meese; field boundaries; west bank of canal; 
watercourse. 


Part 6: 


Eastern boundary of Chatwell Lane. 


Part 7: 
A-B 


Field boundaries; northern boundary of Hawfield Road; field 


B-C 


boundaries; dwelling curtilage. 

Field boundaries; rear curtilage of dwellings on northern side of 
Burton Road and a continuation at this development depth; field 
boundary; southern boundary of Burton Road. 


C-D 

D-E 

E-F 

F-G 


Field boundaries. 

Existing county boundary. 

Field boundaries ; western boundary of road. 

Northern boundary of road; field boundaries; north-eastern boun- 
dary of railway. 


Part 8: 
A-B 
B-C 
C-D 


Eastern boundary of road. 
Existing county boundary. 
Field boundaries. 


Part 9: 
A-B 
B-C 
C-D 
D-E 
E-F 


Existing parish boundaries. 

Centre of stream; south-eastern boundary of road; field boundaries. 
Eastern and southern boundaries of Rush Lane. 

Footpath; line 220 feet west of the centre of the road. 

Centre of stream; existing parish boundary. 


Part 10: 


Line 220 feet west of the centre of the road; curtilages. 


Part 11: 
A-B 
B-C 


Field boundaries. 

Northern boundary of railway (road T-junction immediately north 
of railway crossing to be in Worcestershire). 


C-D 


Watercourse. 


Part 12: 
A-B 
B-C 
C-D 
D-E 


Curtilages; track. 

Line 220 feet east of the centre of the road. 

Field boundaries and curtilages. 

Line 220 feet east of the centre of the road except at New End 
(existing county boundary) and south of Cook Hill (line 250 feet 
east of the centre of the road). 
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Part 13: 



Footpath. 



Part 14: 


Eastern boundary of railway. 


Part 15: 


Field boundaries. 


Part 16: 
A-B 
B-C 
C-D 
D-E 
E-F 


Field boundaries; southern boundary of railway; centre of stream. 
South-eastern boundary of road; watercourse. 

Line 220 feet north of the centre of the road; track. 

Existing county boundary. 

Line 220 feet south-east of the centre of the road. 


Part 17: 


Field boundaries. 


Part 18: 
A-B 
B-C 
C-D 


Field boundaries. 
Centre of stream. 
Field boundaries. 


Part 19: 
A-B 
B-C 
C-D 


Footpath. 

Existing county boundary. 
Field boundaries and footpath. 


Part 20: 
A-B 
B-C 
C-D 
D-E 


Field boundaries. 

Existing county boundary. 

Field boundaries. 

Line 220 feet from the centre of the road. 


Part 21: 


Field boundaries and southern boundary of road. 


Part 22: 
A-B 
B-C 
C-D 
D-E 
E-F 


Field boundaries. 

Eastern boundary of disused railway. 
Field boundaries and footpath. 
Existing county boundary. 

Footpath. 


Part 23: 


Footpath. 
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Map No. 2 

A - B Existing county borough boundary. 

B - C Curtilages; north-western boundary of Hawkesbury Lane; curtilage 
of dwellings on south-east of Hawkesbury Lane; field boundaries. 

C - D* Existing county borough boundary ; continuation of existing county 
borough boundary at same depth east of Woodway Lane; northern 
boundary of proposed motorway; existing county borough boun- 
dary. 

The boundary along the proposed line of the motorway excludes 
from the city that land, at present undeveloped, lying to the east 
of the canal and to the north of the motorway, the construction 
of which wiU effectively isolate this area from the rest of the city. 
This stretch of the boundary is covered by our general recommen- 
dation that the boundary be modified where necessary to coincide 
with the northern boundary of the motorway when constructed. 

D- E Curtilage of school; northern boundary of Brandon Road; curtilage 
of depot to south of Brandon Road. 

E - F Existing county borough boundary. 

F - G Field boundary and eastern curtilage of dwelling on northern side of 
Brandon Lane, ToUbar End. Across Brandon Lane; straight line 
to northern end of ditch; ditch and hedge to River Avon at eastern 
boundary of Ryton Bridge; centre of River Avon. 

G- H Centre of River Avon. 

H-I Field boundaries; obliquely across Baginton-Bubbenhall Road. 

I -J Western boundary ofBaginton-Bubbenhall Road; field boundaries; 
straight line to River Sowe. 

J - K Centre of River Sowe. 

K - L* Obhquely to field boundary on western side of main road (A. 444); 
western boundary of road (A.444); across B.4115 at Finham 
Bridge; western boundary of road (A.444); western boundary of 
Green Lane. 

L - M Curtilages of dwellings and premises south-east of Gretna Road. 

Between F and M the boundary brings within Coventry land 
which, although partly within the green belt, is considered part 
of the area of the City. The boundary proposed makes maximum 
possible use of two natural and permanent features, the River 
Avon and the River Sowe. The section K-L is covered by our 
general recommendation, and in this section the boundary should 
be modified to coincide with the western boundary of the Coventry- 
Leamington road (A, 444) if and when this is widened. ' 

M- N Eastern boundary of the Coventry-Kenilworth railway. 
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N— O 



O-P 

P-Q 



Q-R 



R-S 



S -T 
T -U 



TJ-V 



V -W 



W-X 



X-Y 



Y-Z 



Z -AA 
AA-BB 
BB -CC 
CC -DD 

DD-A 



Rear and south-eastern curtilages of dwelhngs on eastern side of 
Stoneleigh Road; western boundary of Stoneleigh Road; curtilages 
boundaries; eastern boundary of Coventry-Kenilworth 
railway; field boundary; obliquely across Kenilworth Road; 
largely curtilages and field boundaries. 



This section of boundary brings within the city residential develop- 
ment along Stoneleigh Road and Kenilworth Road which is 
essentially a continuation of that around Gibbet HiU and along 
that part of Kenilworth Road already within the city. 



Existing county borough boundary. 

Curtilages of dwellings in Westwood Heath Road and Cromwell 
Road. 



Existing county borough boundary. 

Western boundary of road; southern boundary of Broad Lane; 
curtilages and field boundaries west of Hockley Lane; northern 
boundary of Church Lane; field boundaries; eastern boundary of 
Pickford Green Lane; field boundaries and curtilages to north of 
Upper Eastern Green Lane. 

Existing county borough boundary. 

Curtilage of Boy Scouts’ Hut; western boundary of Washbrook 
Lane; curtilages and field boundary. 



Existing county borough boundary. 

Curtilages of dwellings in Brown’s Lane; field boundaries and 
curtilages south of Hawkes Mill Lane; southern boundary of 
Hawkes Mill Lane; largely field boundaries and curtilages; north- 
eastern boundary of Wall Hill Road. 



Existing county borough boundary. 

Field boundaries; eastern boundary of Tamworth Road; field 
boundaries. 



Rear curtilages of dwellings on western side of Bennett’s Road South; 
western boundary of Bennett’s Road South; field boundaries; 
curtilage of Bus Depot; north-eastern boundary of Watery Lane; 
field boundaries. 

Existing Bedworth M.B. boundary. 

Southern boundary of mineral railway. 

Existing county borough boundary. 

Curtilages of dwellings on western side of Wilson’s Lane; across 
Wilson’s Lane; straight to field boundary. 



Existing county borough boundary. 
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Map No. 3 

A - B Existing county borough boundary. 

B - C Eastern boundary of Bemersley Road. 

C — D Rear curtilage of development on Bemersley Road; eastern boun- 
dary of Ball Green Lane and rear curtilage, including back access, 
of dwellings on Ball Green Lane; field boundaries; centre of Head 
of Trent. 

D-E Field boundaries; south-western curtilage of dwellings; south- 
eastern boundary of High Lane; field boundaries; south-eastern 
boundary of Ball Lane; footpath; southern boundary of Caldon 
Canal. 

E - F Existing Bagnall parish boundary except for a minor departure to 
coincide with the eastern boundary of Greenway HaU Road; south- 
western boundary of Greenway Hall Golf Course; south-eastern 
boundary of road; field boundaries. 

F - G Existing Bagnall parish boundary; field boundaries; footpath. 

G - H Existing county borough boundary. 

H - 1 Eastern boundary of Little Eaves Lane ; northern boundary of Eaves 

Lane; field boundaries; centre of stream; field boundaries; eastern 
curtilage of dwellings on eastern side of lane including direct con- 
tinuation of this line across the gap in development; eastern 
boundary of Brookhouse Lane; centre of stream. 

I - J Centre of stream; field boundaries. 

J - K Existing county borough boundary. 

K-L Field boundaries and northern perimeter of residential land and 
public open space; centre of River Blythe; south-western boundary 
of Caverswall Road; eastern perimeter of residential land and 
sports ground. 

L - M North-eastern boundary of Wood Farm residential area; field 
boundaries ; western boundary of CaverswaU Lane. 

M- N Existing county borough boundary. 

N - O Field boundaries; northern boundary of railway; field boundaries; 

southern curtilage of dwellings in William Avenue and of dwelling 
on CaverswaU Lane; eastern boundary of CaverswaU Lane and 
directly across Uttoxeter Road. 

O - P* South-western boundary of proposed Blythe Bridge By-pass. 

This section is covered by our general recommendation that the 
boundary be adjusted where necessary to coincide with the fine 
of the road when constructed. 
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P - Q Eastern and southern curtilage of factory; field boundaries; south- 
eastern boundary of residential land; southern boundary of lane. 

Q — R Rear curtilage of dwellings on Hilderstone Road, field boundaries, 
southern boundary of footpath and lane ; western boundary of lane 
and of Barlaston Common; western boundary of Cocknage Road. 

R - S Existing county borough boundary. 

S - T Eastern boundary of Trentham Road. 

T - U Existing county borough boundary. 

U - V Southern boundary of school. 

V - W Existing county borough boundary. 

W- X Field boundaries; northern boundary of Newstead Wood; eastern 
boundary of Newpark Plantation. 

X - Y Existing county borough boundary. 

Y - Z Field boundary ; south-eastern boundary of Strongford sewage works. 

Z -AA Existing county borough boundary except for minor departures to 

coincide with the centre of the River Trent. 

AA -BB Existing county borough boundary except for minor departures to 
coincide with the western boundary of the widened Stone Road 
(A.34). 

BB -CC Existing county borough boundary. 

CC -DD Existing county borough boundary except for minor departures to 
coincide with the centre of the present course of the Lyme Brook. 

DD-EE North-western boundary of road; south-western boundary of 
Newcastle Road; north-western boundary of hospital grounds; 
centre of Broadway; eastern and northern boundary of school 
playing fields; eastern boundary of lane and southern continuation 
of Boundary Street. 

The present boundary in tliis area is defective, cutting through 
many properties. The proposed line makes use, wherever possible, 
of open space breaks in the built-up area, and secures that the 
secondary school and playing fields will lie wholly in Newcastle- 
under-Lyme. 

EE -FF Existing county borough boundary. 

FF -GG Eastern boundary of Boundary Street ; northern boundary of Shelton 
New Road; eastern curtilage of development on Albert Street and 
southern curtilage of development on Horton Street and Elliott 
Street. 

GG -HH Existing county borough boundary. 

HH -II Centre of Etruria Road. 

II -JJ Existing county borough boundary. 

JJ -KK Western boundary of railway. 

KK - A Existing county borough boundary. 
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ERRATUM 

Map B. Pattern of Development : Coventry C.B. 

Baginton Airfield is incorrectly shown as Open Space : 
It should be shown as falling within the category of Partially 
Built-up Areas. 
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